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By Mr. HEINZ:

H.R. 10567. A bill to amend title 28 of the
United States Code to provide a remedy in
the nature of mandamus to be applied against
the Attorney General upon the application of
any person to require the investigation of
certain alleged criminal offenses, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mrs. HOLT:

H.R. 10568. A bill to encourage and support
the dissemination of news, opinion, scientific,
cultural, and educational matter through the
malils; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

By Mr. McDADE:

H.R. 10569. A bill to amend title 10 of the
United States Code to designate the Medal
of Honor awarded for military heroism as the
“Congressional Medal of Honor"; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

By Mr. MOSS (by request) :

H.R. 10570. A bill to amend the Investment
Company Act of 1940 to define duties of cer-
tain persons subject to that act and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. PERKINS:

H.R. 10671. A bill to provide that the spe-
cial cost-of-living increase in social security
benefits enacted by Public Law 93-66 shall
become effective immediately and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. PEYSER (for himself, Mr,
BrAsSCO, Mr. CoHEN, Mr. CoNTE, Mr,
CoNYERS, Mr. DERWINSKI, Mr, DICK-
mwsoN, Mr. Epwarps of California,
Mr. Fisg, Mr. FInNpLEY, Mr. GILMAN,
Mr, Hmis, Mr. McDape, Mr. Me-
EKImNNEY, Mr, MrrceHELL of Maryland,
Mr. MorromaN, Mr. PopeLn, Mr.
RiecLE, Mr. Rose, Mr. Ryawn, Mr,
SepeLiUs, Mr. VawNDEr JacT, Mr.
WarsH, Mr. HevLstoskl, and Mr.
FRASER) :

H.R. 10572. A bill to amend the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965
to provide a program of grants to States for
the development of child abuse and neglect
prevention programs in the areas of treat-
ment, training, case reporting, public educa-
tion, and Information gathering and referral;
to the Committee on Education and Labor,

By Mr. PREYER:

HR. 10673. A bill to establish within the
executive branch an independent board to
establish guidelines for experiments involv-
ing human beings; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

By Mr. ROUSSELOT:

H.R. 10574. A bill to prohibit most-favored-
nation treatment and commercial and guar-
antee agreements with respect to any non-
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market economy country which denies to
its citizens the right to emigrate or which
imposes more than nominal fees upon its
citizens as a condition to emigration; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. TALCOTT:

H.R. 10575. A bill to amend the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938 to increase the mini-
mum wage rates under that act, to expand
the coverage of that act, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Education and
Labor.

By Mr. TEAGUE of Texas (for himself,
Mr. MosHER, Mr. Davis of Georgila,
Mr. BeLL, Mr. SymInNeToN, Mr. EscH,
Mr. McCorMACK, Mr. CroNIN, Mr,
Fuqua, Mr. MarTiN of North Caro-
lina, Mr, Frowers, Mr, CoOTTER, Mr.
Pickre, and Mr. BrownN of Cali-
fornia) :

H.R. 10676. A bill to establish a national
policy relating to conversion to the metric
system in the United States; to the Commit-
tee on Sclence and Astronautics.

By Mr. WIDNALL (for himself, Mr, Mc-
EKINNEY, Mr. CRaANE, Mr. CONLAN,
Mr. FrENzEL, Mr, RouUsseror, Mr.
GeraLd R. Forp, and Mr, JoHNSON
of Pennsylvania) :

H.R. 105717. A bill to amend the Small Busi-
ness Act; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

By Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali-
fornia (for himself, Mr. COUGHLIN,
Mr. LeEMAN, Mr. RINALDO, Mr, SARA-
s1N, and Mr. SARBANES) @

H.R. 10678. A bill to establish an arbitra-
tion board to settle disputes between super-
visory organizations and the U.8. Postal
SBervice; to the Commiteee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

By Mr. COLLINS of Texas:

H.J. Res. 745. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States with respect to the offering of
prayer in any public place or conveyance; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. DOMINICK V. DANIELS:

H.J. Res. 746, Joint resolution, a national
education policy; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor.

By Mr. WAGGONNER:

H.J. Res. T47. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States with respect to participation
in voluntary prayer or meditation in public
buildings; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. MAHON:

H.J. Res. T48. Joint resolution making an
appropriation for special payments to inter-
national financial institutions for the fiscal
year 1974, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Appropriations.
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By Mr. RAILSBACK:

H. Con. Res. 317. Concurrent resolution
that all citizens should reduce the tempera-
tures of the home and place of work by 2°
during the approaching cold period in order
to conserve energy; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. WHITE:

H. Con. Res. 318. Concurrent resolution
providing for a joint meeting of Congress on
July 4, 1976; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois (for
himself and Mr. CoHEN) :

H. Res. 666. Resolution providing for an
Investigation of charges against the Vice
President; to the Committee on Rules,

By Mr. BAUMAN (for himself, Mrs.
Howrt, Mr. Hocan, Mr. GUpg, Mr. AsH-
BROOK, Mr. Symms, Mr. ROUSSELOT,
Mr. Gross, Mr. Crang, and Mr,
Youne of Alaska):

H. Res. §67. Resolution to authorize the
creation of a select committee to investigate
charges made against the Vice President; to
the Committee on Rules,

By Mr. BRADEMAS:

H. Res. 568. Resolution providing for print-
ing of additional copies of oversight hearings
entitled “Vocational Rehabilitation Serv-
ices”; to the Committee on House Admin-
istration.

By Mr. FINDLEY:

H. Res. 569. Resolution to provide for the
appointment of a select committee of the
House to recommend whether impeachment
proceedings shall be undertaken against the
Vice President of the United States; to the
Committee on Rules.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII,

Mr. HASTINGS introduced a bill (HR.
105679) for the relief of Clifford H. Macey,
which was referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary,

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

294. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the Na-
tional Association of Secretaries of BState,
56th Annual Conference, Williamsburg, Va.,
relative to election procedures; to the Com-
mittee on House Administration.

295. Also, petition of Gordon L. Dollar,
Tamal, Calif., relative to redress of griev-
ances; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

SENATE—Wednesday, September

The Senate met at 8:45 a.m. and was
called to order by Hon. GayLorp NELSON,
a Senator from the State of Wisconsin,

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Edward
L. R. Elson, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

O Lord God of history, we thank Thee
that underneath all time and eternity
are the everlasting arms. We thank Thee
for the everlasting arms which reach out
to gather us in and hold us up, which
brace and strengthen us in every need.
We thank Thee for the everlasting arms
underneath all success and all failure
which never let us down and never give
us up. Encompass us with the everlasting
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arms of love and grace that we fail Thee
not.

‘“To serve the present age
Our calling to fulfill
O, may it all our powers engage
To do the Master’s will.”

In His name we pray. Amen.

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING PRESI-
DENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will please read a communication to the
Senate from the President pro tempore
(Mr. EASTLAND).

The second assistant legislative clerk
read the following letter:
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U.8. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, D.C., September 26, 1973.
To the Senate:

Being temporarily absent from the Senate
on official duties, I appoint Hon. GAYLORD
NeLsoN, a Senator from the State of Wis-
consin, to perform the duties of the Chair
during my absence.

James O. EASTLAND,
President pro tempore.

Mr. NELSON thereupon took the chair
as Acting President pro tempore.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the Journal of the proceedings of Tues-
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day, September 25, 1973, be dispensed
with.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that all committees
may be authorized to meet during the
session of the Senate today.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate go
into executive session to consider nomi-
nations on the calendar beginning with
United Nations on page 2.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

UNITED NATIONS

The second assistant legislative clerk
read the name of Clarence Clyde Fer-
guson, Jr., of New Jersey, to be the rep-
resentative of the United States of
America on the Economic and Social
Council of the United Nations, with the
rank of ambassador.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the nomination
is confirmed.

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

The second assistant legislative clerk
read the name of William W. Blunt, Jr.,
of the District of Columbia, to be Assist-
ant Secretary of Commerce.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the nomination
is confirmed.

UNITED NATIONS

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to read sundry nominations in
the United Nations.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that the nomina-
tions be considered en bloe.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the nominations
are considered and confirmed en bloc.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of Kingdon Gould, Jr., of Maryland,
to be Ambassador Extraordinary and
Plenipotentiary of the United States of
America fo the Kingdom of the Nether-
lands.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the nomination
is considered and confirmed.

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of William R. Kintner, of Pennsyl-
vania, to be Ambassador Extraordinary
and Plenipotentiary of the United States
of America to Thailand.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the nomination
Is considered and confirmed.
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LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate re-
sume the consideration of legislative
business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the Senate will resume the
consideration of legislative business.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Does the Senator from Michigan
desire to be heard?

Mr. GRIFFIN. No, Mr. President.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the Sen-
ator from Illinois (Mr. STEVENSON) is
recognized for not to exceed 15 minutes.

REDUCTION OF TROOPS AND
ARMAMENT

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, no
Member of Congress—and no citizen, for
that matter—will deny that the Nation’s
security requires an ability to deter ag-
gression, and if that fails, to defend our
interests against attack.

We cannot be comfortable about So-
viet and mainland Chinese intentions in
the world; the repressive internal pol-
icies of these nations are repugnant to
everything I believe in and everything
our country stands for. We can hope for
détente, but we cannot afford to be lulled
into a false sense of security or to com-
promise our Nation’s commitment to
freedom.

I do not support the unilateral with-
drawal of substantial U.S. combat forces
from Western Europe with negotiations
for mutual and balanced force reduc-
tions in Europe underway. I believe in
national strength—and in negotiating
from a position of strength.

"When it comes to national survival,

re simply are no “hawks” and

«.ves.,” We all agree that such sums as
are necessary for our military require-
ments must be raised and spent.

The tragedy is that we stumble
through our debates about national de-
fense with no reliable standard for de-
termining what is necessary. The ab-
sence of a rational and coherent foreign
policy makes it impossible to arrive at a
national military policy. And then in the
name of strength we achieve weakness.

The notion persists that world power
and influence—national security—are di-
rectly related to the size of the defense
budget.

The idea that domestic problems might
be solved simply by throwing dollars at
them finds no advocates; yet we allow
the same notion to drive us to compul-
sive, nearly indiscriminate expenditures
for weapons, military personnel, and
power,

No one argues that the United States
should become a second strongest na-
tion. But our military policies and our
impulsive approach to international re-
lations are in fact robbing us of power
and influence; our headlong pursuit of
national security is, ironically, driving
us toward national insecurity.

Over $50 billion spent since Mr. Nixon
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took office to finance U.S. military efforts
in Indochina can scarcely be said to have
enhanced our national security and
power. The instruments of war were mis-
applied in horribly expensive ways—be-
cause our policy was itself misguided.

Rationalizations for our involvement
in Indochina for a time struck a sym-
pathetic cord with the American people.
It began as a war to protect our own
shores from a Communist threat. The
only continuous thread of justification
was self-determination for the people of
South Vietnam. But the professed war
for self-determination turned out to be,
in fact, a war to support autocratic re-
gimes in Southeast Asia which could not
command the support of their own peo-
ples. Half a million troops could not win
a war for General Thieu any more than
B-52’s could win a victory in Cambodia
for Lon Nol.

Our policy in Indochina, with all its
confradictions, cost the United States
dearly in blood, dollars, economic
vitality, self-confidence and world in-
fluence. A military adventure, under-
taken in the name of the Nation’s secu-
rity and continued in the name of self-
determination for South Vietnam, ended
by protecting neither—at a fearful cost
to the United States.

This experience alone should make it
painfully evident that our military
priorities must be geared to a realistic
and coherent foreign policy, capable of
sustained support by the American
people.

I

It is asking too much of Congress and
the military to forge a rational defense
and military strategy—if they do not
have a clearly defined and articulated
foreign policy on which to base national
strategy.

Yet we do not have such a foreign
policy. What we have had, instead, in
recent years, are promises, slogans, fitful
and contradictory gestures, and a series
of globally televised Presidential spec-
taculars whose results, at best, have been
mixed.

An opening by the U.S. Government to
the People’s Republic of China, for
example, was appropriate and long over-
due. But the President’s Peking visit was
handled in a way—by clandestine
arrangements and shock revelations—
that demoralized our allies in Asia and
undermined Mr. Nixon’s position in the
United Nations with respect to Taiwan.
And when the U.N. accepted the logic of
his action, Mr, Nixon chastised the U.N.

The President’s visit last year to the
Soviet Union was less damaging to rela-
tions with our foreign friends. But the
visit—and the administration’s con-
tinuing conduct—suggest American in-
difference to the repression of personal
freedom in the U.S.S.R.

What the United States gained from
that exercise in Presidential diplomacy,
besides the strategic arms agreement
limiting deployment of defensive nuclear
missiles, remains to be seen. And the
antiballistic missile agreement could
have been achieved without Presidential
participation, in view of the manifest
impracticality of devising effective
ABM's.
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Presidential posturing, in short, is no
substitute for a prudent and thoughtful
worldwide policy.

Nor are slogans masquerading as
policy.

The Nixon doctrine, for example, is
at best a vague phrase. At worst it could
be a formula for substituting increased
arms shipments for the shipment of U.S.
troops abroad.

This was to be the era of “negotiations
rather than confrontation.” But the
President’s rushes to the summit and
his “tilt” toward Yahya Khan in the
Indo-Pakistani conflict of 1971 suggest
that too often we confront our friends
and negotiate with out adversaries.

And what has become of the ‘“Year of
Europe”?

Now, with the year well along, we can
perhaps be glad that we hear no
sloganeering about the fall of Europe.
But with no visible results, we are left
to wonder whether the phrase, so
patronizing of our Western Allies, act-
ually referred to a policy or was merely a
catchword.

The world has lost much of its faith in
our capacity for international leadership.
The value of the dollar proves that. The
business community in the United States
has lost much of its faith in the Govern-
ment’s capacity for economic sense. The
values on the stock market prove that.
The dollar and the stock market both
began to sag well before Watergate.
Watergate did not create weakness. It
disclosed weakness—the incompetence
and the corruption which were its origin.

IIT

Drift and weakness in foreign relations
have direct and dangerous results in the
field of defense policy.

Congress cannot gear military spend-
ing to the necessities of foreign policy
because it cannot perceive a policy.

And the military is left to prepare for
every conceivable contingency. Forced to
reach too far, our national security ma-
chinery achieves too little.

The Navy, for example, cites the need
for capabilities which include “control of
sealanes and areas,” “projections of
power ashore” and “overseas presence.”
Few bother to ask if the United States
must—or can—control the sealanes to
every corner of the world.

I doubt that the sealanes, let alone
their points of origin and destination,
can be protected from interdiction by
missiles. I doubt that it is realistic to
suppose any longer that American forces
must be stationed at sea around the globe
for “projection of power ashore.” If in-
tervention in local disputes by our land-
based forces is inappropriate to the
military realities of the mid-20th cen-
tury, as the Indochinese war indicates, is
not the same true of sea-based forces?

Must the United States use its Navy
for an overseas presence, to show its flag?
The United States last tried that tech-
nique in the Bay of Bengal during the
Indo-Pakistani conflict. Our ploy accom-
plished nothing—except to demonstrate
our own futility.

Where showing the flag may be desir-
able, is a fourth billion-dollar nuclear
carrier really necessary? Are not our 15
attack carriers already available for this
purpose, and for little else?

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Until we have a coherent foreign policy
and some way of estimating real contin-
gencies, we will probably continue to
spread ourselves too thinly. Even if the
United States were to plan defense forces
for every conceivable contingency, it
could do so more effectively with less
money.

The functions of a billion-dollar nu-
clear aircraft carrier, for example, can be
performed more effectively and at lower
cost by a combination of other vessels,
including new surface-effect vessels, and
with less vulnerability. A nuclear attack
carrier is a sitting duck for a nuclear
attack submarine. It is wrong to say that
it does not require refueling; its planes
and men do require refueling.

One is almost compelled to conclude
that the nuclear aircraft carrier is a
sentimental throwback to the battle-
ship—an impressive, but expensive status
symbol for the Navy. No other nation has
built one; the United States already has
three.

Nor do the necessities of a sound stra-
tegic policy require an accelerated Tri-
dent program—or the Air Force’s pro-
posed B-1. B-52’s can be updated for use
in any conventional conflicts, and can
still serve as part of the nuclear deterrent
well through the 1980's.

The fact is that our military priorities,
for whatever contingency, real or imag-
ined, are dictated as much by habit,
impulse, and the notion that money
equals power, as by any rational yard-
stick of need.

Our military planners have no clear
perception of U.S. interests or policy in
the world—because their civilian leaders
give them none. Agencies once vital to
the foreign policy process—the CIA's
Board of Estimates, or the pre-Kissinger
Department of State—have been down-
graded or ignored.

The contingencies the military pre-
pares for, consequently, reflect obsolete
doctrine—or mere impulses from the
White House basement.

Instead of giving guidance to the mili-
tary, the State Department and the Con-
gress tend to follow a leaderless military.

So the cycle takes another turn, and
we sink deeper into the morass of un-
controlled arms spending.

v

In these circumstances, it is little won-
der that our military institutions seem
hidebound and demoralized; that flab-
biness and cost overruns are epidemic in
the Pentagon and the armed services.

It is an unhappy fashion nowadays to
heap ridicule upon the military. Yet the
military at times invites such contempt—
with uniformed servants, helicopters
serving as limousines, plushly furnished
jets for generals. Military bases which
resemble country clubs, scandals of un-
earned flight pay, excess retirement ben-
efits and hoked-up medals and citations
do not enhance faith in the military;
they destroy it.

These excesses are unsettling symp-
toms of a self-indulgent, flabby, undis-
ciplined military—when what we ur-
gently require is a lean, highly diseci-
plined and professional military force.

There are now more commissioned and
noncommissioned officers than seamen
and privates in the armed services. We
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have 2.2 million personnel in the Armed
Forces. Yet the 18,138 colonels and gen-
erals, captains and admirals in May 1972,
outnumbered by 1,000 the number of of-
ficers in June 1945, when the country
had 14.7 million men under arms.

If this abundance of high-ranking of-
ficers reflected the requirements of so-
phisticated 20th-century arts of defense,
no one could complain, But the Penta-
gon’s ranks now also include about 7,200
civilian employees who earn between
$27,000 and $39,000. The military is
plainly topheavy. And about 66 percent
of the defense budget goes into paying
and supporting Defense personnel.

The Nation requires a highly profes-
sional military which knows the bounds
of its authority, respects civilian control,
and is perceived once again to be the hon-
orable profession it is. It can no longer
justify the draft—It has no need for
a draft. Reasonable personnel levels can
be met with volunteers. If the military
was recognized as an honorable, worthy
profession, those personnel levels would
be met by highly qualified young people
of all races and backgrounds. But it takes
more than wages and fringe benefits to
attract volunteers. The experience of the
Marines over the past makes the point
that an esprit de corps and pride in one’s
service is indispensable to the enlist-
ment of qualified volunteers. Besides, the
wars of the future, if any must be fought,
do not now require hordes of half-baked,
poorly motivated conscripts.

Evidently the military is incapable of
putting its own house in order. It should,
therefore, be compelled to restructure
personnel practices and reduce personnel
levels. The way to do so is to cut author-
ized personnel levels substantially. A cut
of 156,000, as proposed by the Armed
Services Committee, would be modest.

I would hope that the Congress might
give personnel practices for military and
civilian personnel a thorough review and
for that purpose create a Defense Man-~
power Commission, as proposed by Sena-
tor BEnTSEN and Senator Baxer. The
deadwood ought to be chopped out, over-
all levels reduced, the number of high-
ranking officers and civilian personnel
cut, and the wage and fringe benefits cut
to levels comparable to those on the
outside.

v

These facts would be worth little men-
tion if our resources were unlimited—or
if military spending, wise and unwise,
were without impact on the domestic
budget and the national economy.

But it is an unhappy fact that military
spending is inflatlonary. The economic
consequences of runaway military spend-
ing—infiation and the diversion of funds
from demonstrable needs—are already
destructive of national security.

The dollar’s weakness and our domestic
inflation are partly attributable to mili-
tary spending in Indochina and Europe,
and on nonproductive weapons for the
U.S. arsenal. Military spending increases
economic demand without augmenting
supply.

There is a qualitative side to Govern-
ment spending which has too rarely been
recognized in policymaking: Some Gov-
ernment spending is deflationary. Major
reforms in such fields as health, housing,
and education, for example, could be




September 26, 1973

adopted by the Government without the
severe inflationary consequences of mili-
tary spending. Domestic agricultural and
energy production could be increased—
in part at Government expense—to meet
growing demands for food and energy at
home and abroad with deflationary con-
sequences.

It is wrong to argie, as the President
argues, that inflation can be halted by
cutting Federal spending in the domestic
sector, but not in the defense sector of
the budget.

And it is time to acknowledge that our
current definition of national security
is too narrow; an adequate definition
must include, not just military hardware
and personnel, but the confidence of the
American people in their Government;
the confidence of the world in our coun-
try for enlightened leadership; a sound
domestic and world economy, and the
conditions of a good life at home.

vI

The economic ravages of reckless mili-
tary spending are but a preview of what
will come, unless checked. Each down
payment on a new weapons system tends
to commit the Federal Government to
greater payments later. An $85 billion
commitment to the President’s military
budget for fiscal 1974 would, in all likeli-
hood, develop into a $100 billion commit-
ment by 1977.

Nowhere are the twin dangers of eco-
nomic folly and military explosion more
forbidding than in the field of strategic
weapons policy.

To the extent that the United States
now has any strategic policy, the policy
is—quite rightly—to sustain an adequate
nuclear deterrent.

Unfortunately, that policy is too often
muddied by bargaining-chip theories,
and by strategic arms limitations agree-
ments which, by limiting numbers only,
accelerate the qualitative arms race. The
policy is also clouded at times by rank
chauvinism, carefully timed leaks about
real or contrived Soviet buildups, and in-
terservice rivalry.

For all my misgivings about Soviet
intentions, I find it difficult to accept
the notion that the United States can
decelerate the arms race by accelerating
it. Yet that is what the President pro-
poses.

The President does not argue that the
United States should increase its military
presence in Europe so that its bargaining
position is strengthened and it has more
to abandon in the mutual and balanced
force reduction talks. By what logic,
then, must the U.S. MIRV missiles in
order to de-MIRV them?

We spend for generation after gen-
eration on nuclear arms, always finding
ourselves in the same or a worse relative
position. With each succeeding escala-
tion, we move a little closer to bank-
ruptcy—and to the flash point.

The United States took the initiative
in 1962 when it unilaterally ceased the
testing of nuclear weapons in the at-
mosphere and called for reciprocal Sov-
iet action. That act was followed in time
by the Nuclear Test Ban Treaty. We
ought to follow this successful example
and take similar initiatives now. We
ought to embrace a comprehensive test
ban treaty and go slow on the develop-
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ment of weapons systems of doubtful
utility and extremely high cost—for ex-
ample, the Trident submarine.

Other considerations aside, which
makes more military sense? To invest
$1,300,000,000 each in a few large new
subs, their missiles, and the enormous
new bases they would require, only to
gain marginally greater range and si-
lence? Or to spend less money on more
Poseidon submarines?

The Trident I missile does not require
the Trident submarine. The missile can
be retrofitted into the Poseidon fleet,
increasing the Poseidon’s range from
2,400 to 4,000 miles.

To be more specific about strategic
arms, our land-based Minuteman mis-
siles are potentially vulnerable. Should
we not, therefore, go slow with the fur-
ther expenditures to MIRV obsolescent
missiles? For its strategic deterrent the
Nation can rely principally on its un-
derseas launched missiles. With the
ABM discredited and banned, we can do
so confidently.

The United States has the power—
with missiles capable of delivery against
undefended targets—to destroy the So-
viet Union. That is enough. If the SALT
II talks fail, and the need arises for more
offensive weapons, we can move ahead
then—and the Soviets know that.

Our power to destroy any adversary is
so overwhelming that it is difficult to
avoid the conclusion that interservice
rivalry, more than the necessities of an
adequate nuclear deterrent, dictate the
RB-1 for the Air Force, Minutemen for
the Army and Trident for the Navy.

Our nuclear deterrent is, after all,
secure for the foreseeable future. A halt
to the madness must come from some-
States.

The United States has time now to give
SALT II a chance. It has the power to
destroy its adversaries. That gives us
enough time to permit at least a breath-
ing spell during which our negotiators
can be given a chance to agree with the
Soviets on qualitative limitations and
give other nations less of an incentive to
catch up in the deadly race to join the
nuclear club.

The world already spends about $230
billion a year on arms. The United States
probably is the biggest spender; and cer-
tainly it is the world’s foremost merchant
of arms.

The administration seeks to justify in-
discriminate arms sales abroad as bene-
ficial to our economy. But our own eco-
nomic distress is caused in large part by
the burden of armaments. It is time to
put the horse before the cart. We should
not encourage developing nations to take
on an arms burden they can afford far
less than we.

VIii

As we stagger from Vietnam and Wa-
tergate to the celebration of our 200th
anniversary in 1976, it would be worth-
while to ponder what originally gave us
power and influence in the world. And
perhaps, before we lurch ahead once
again in an undetermined direction, it
would be worthwhile to ask if there is a
way out of the current relentless, upward
spiral of military spending.

Surely a sound military policy must be
grounded in an accurate perception of the
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Nation’s purpose and role in interna-
tional politics. Too often, our purpose in
the past decade seemed to be to transport
the policy of containment—successful in
Western Europe—to other parts of the
world. The effect, quite unintentional,
has been that we are now perceived as a
reactionary power. We stand, ironically,
in opposition to revolutionary movements
that our own ideals helped set in motion.

The first requirement for the future,
then, is a foreign policy—a rational, co-
herent, and communicable foreign pol-
icy—and one that is based not only on
muscle, but upon our own best principles.

We should remember that our real
power and influence among the peoples
of the Earth was not won by bribing,
bombing, or bullying. If others, includ-
ing the Soviet Union, resort to imperi-
alism in the name of communism or
something else in a world crying for
freedom, then let them be the ones to
repeat the mistakes of the past. Let us
instead learn from those mistakes.

The world hungers, not for Soviet
navies or U.S. bombers, but for bread and
hope. For a fraction of the amounts de-
voted to the military, the United States
could be developing coal, shale, fusion
power, and other domestic sources of
energy.

We could be using our untapped water
resources to make vast areas of the
western plains fertile to provide food for
ourselves and a hungry world. Gradual
shifts of research and development funds
from military to commercial pursuits
could help us maintain the technological
superiority of our exports in an increas-
ingly competitive world market. Our in-
terventions increasingly should be eco-
nomic rather than military in this eco-
nomically interdependent world.

Energy now is the classic, if belated,
case in point. The Nation will either
spend large sums to develop internal
sources of energy or become, as it already
largely is, dependent on undependable
and increasingly expensive foreign
sources of energy. To expend $30 billion
on foreign sources of energy in 1980 will
adversely affect the value of the dollar
in a way that can easily be imagined.

The growing insecurity of the United
States was demonstrated again recently
at the Algerian conference of 76 non-
alined nations. It became evident there
that we have not only strained our ties
in Western Europe and Japan: we have
become increasingly powerless in the
third world, where 70 percent of mankind
lives. And yet we are increasingly de-
pendent upon that third world for raw
materials, including oil and gas.

A real commitment to national security
will require expenditures to increase the
production of raw materials at home
and to provide development assistance
abroad. The United States rushes in with
humanitarian assistance in Western
Africa, Bangladesh, perhaps next in
North Vietnam—but too rarely with
other nations to cement mutually profit-
able and amicable relations and self-
sufficiency in the anery third world.

A real commitment to national security
will require both bilateral and multi-
lateral development assistance abroad.
World prosperity, stability, and peace
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simply cannot survive the gulf between
the have- and have-not nations,

The Japanese now control far greater
sources of raw materials in the world
through economic might than they ever
did through force of arms. Neither force
of arms nor neocolonialist adventures
will guarantee us adequate sources of raw
materials. Our influence will depend on
good will and our trading position. It
does not require nuclear aircraft carriers
or massive ground forces. To the con-
trary, excessive spending on such pur-
poses can be dangerously counterproduc-
tive.

With our assistance, Japan plowed its
wealth back into the creation of more
wealth, not into unproductive weapons
systems. So did the West Germans. And
while both economies face dislocations in
the future, those nations rose from the
ashes of World War II to become our
prinecipal economic competitors. The dol-
lar is weak. The yen and the deutsche-
mark are strong.

Perhaps, as we enter a new and de-
manding era in our foreign relations, we
can profit by the example of these two
once-ruined nations.

VIII

No nation in the world is as secure mil-
itarily as the United States. Unlike the
Soviet Union and the People's Republic
of China, we look across our borders at
countries that wish us well. We are for-
tunate in our friends in Europe and in
Asia.

We have every reason to behave not
like a frightened giant, but like the se-
cure and well-defended Nation that we
are.

Some of these suggestions will be
viewed, by the pragmatists who have for
so long held sway, as visionary or naive.
Yet it is these very pragmatists who have
served up, in the past, realistic policies
that have been discredited by events. It is
these pragmatists who have proven—
without themselves perceiving—that a
different vision of the future, and a clear-
er understanding of our past, are what we
now most need.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO-
PRIATION AUTHORIZATION ACT,
1974

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will now resume consideration of
the unfinished business, H.R. 9286, which
will be stated by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 9286) to authorize appropria-
tions during the fiscal year 1974 for procure-
ment of aircraft, missiles, naval vessels,
tracked combat vehicles, torpedoes, and other
weapons, and research, development, test
and evaluation, for the Armed Forces, and to
prescribe the authorized personnel strength
for each active duty component and of the
Selected Reserve of each reserve compo-
nent of the Armed Forces, and the military
training student loads, and for other
purposes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore., The pending question is on the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Montana (Mr. MansrFIeLp), No. 538, to
amendment No. 527. There will be 2 hours
of debate.
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The Mansfield amendment is as
follows:

In lieu of the language proposed to be
inserted, insert the following:

Sec. . (a) The Secretary of Defense shall
take such actlon as may be necessary to re-
duce, by not less than 50 per centum, the
number of military forces of the United
SBtates assigned to duty in foreign countries
on March 1, 1973. Such reduction shall be
completed not later than June 30, 1976; and
not less than one-fourth of the total reduc-
tion required to be made shall be completed
prior to July 1, 1974, and not less than one-
half of such total reduction shall be com-
pleted prior to July 1, 1875.

(b) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, no funds may be expended on or
after July 1, 1974, to support or maintain
military forces of the United States assigned
to duty in foreign countries if the number
of such forces so assigned to such duty on or
after such date exceeds a number equal to
the number of such forces assigned to such
duty on March 1, 1973, reduced by such
number as necessary to comply with the
provisions of subsection (a) of this section.

(e) As used in this section, the term
“military forces of the United States™ shall
not include personnel assigned to duty
aboard naval vessels of the United States.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the
time I yielded to the distinguished Sen-
ator from Illinois should come out of the
time under the amendment.

I ask unanimous consent that there
be a brief quorum call, with the time
charged to both sides.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Stevenson). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, in my
opinion, the Senate and Congress are
going hog wild so far as expenditures for
the Department of Defense are con-
cerned.

Yesterday, the Senate agreed to the
Cannon amendment, which will add al-
most a half billion dollars to the bill now
under discussion.

Furthermore, the Senate adopted the
Hartke recomputation amendment,
which will add something on the order of
$300 million this year; and by the end
of the century, for under 1 million mili-
tary retirees who fall within the par-
ticular category which this amendment
would embrace, the figure has been esti-
mated at $25 billion.

I wonder when we are going to wake up
to the realities of the economic situation
which confronts this Nation today and
not be dragged in and bowed down by
lobbyists from the outside who run up
and down the corridors of the Senate
Office Buildings—and they are lobbyists
who hold the highest ranks in the armed
services. They want their particular gim-
micks and gadgets, and they will twist
arms, and the Senate will bow down to
that twisting.

I think we ought to recognize the fact—
and this is reiteration—that something
on the order of 60 percent of defense
cost is encompassed within the area of
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personnel. We ought to recognize that
we are spending overseas at the present
time something on the order of $30 bil-
lion a year to maintain our installations,
personnel, dependents, U.S. civilian em-
ployees, and foreign nationals employed
by the Government at these installations.

I wonder whether we mean it when
we say that we are going to undercut the
President’s budget request this year as
we have in the past 4 years and beyond
or whether we are just playing games in
voting for these authorizations in the
hope that the Appropriations Committee
will reduce them and thereby save us
some discomfort and some shame.

This is a most serlous proposition
which confronts the Nation today and
we ought to put our money where our
mouths are because the time is past when
we can duck and dodge and weave away.
The economie situation in this Nation is
too grave. Inflation is too rampant snd
the potential prospects are too disastrous.

I should like to read to my colleagues
on the other side of the aisle a statement
made by a man I consider a real conser-
vative. When I speak of a real conserva-
tive I mean a person who is not imbedded
in his idea that everything he says or
does is right but who believes in what he
advocates and, at the same time is will-
ing to look at the other side of the coin.
I read from the statement:

The key to all the problems before this

Congress lies in the size of our military
budget.

May I say, apropos of that, that we
have been told in no uncertain terms by
the Secretary of Defense that the defense
budget will increase for next year from
$79 billion this year to $83 billion.

I continue to read:

That determines the taxes to be levied.

That is, the size of the military budget.

It is likely to determine whether we can
maintain a reasonably free system and the
value of our dollar or whether we are to be
weakened by inflation and choked by Gov-
ernment Controls which inevitably tend to
become more arbitrary and unreasonable . . .

We must not so extend ourselves as to
threaten economic collapse or inflation, for
a productive and free America, is the last
bastion of liberty . . .

May I say, apropos of the quotation I
am now reading, that what this man said
at that time applies to this country to-
day. Inflation, a free economic system,
and the value of the dollar—those things
sound awfully familiar,

I resume reading:

And finally, the pollcy we adopt must be
approved by Congress and the people after
full and free discussion. The commitment of
a land army to Europe is a program never
approved by Congress Into which we should
not drift. The policy of secret executive
agreements has brought us to danger and
disaster. It threatens the llberty of our
people.—Senator Robert Taft, Congressional
Record, January 5, 1951,

A man who was a prophet before his
time, & man who had his doubts about
the policies which were developing in
relation to the stationing of troops in
Western Europe in 1951.

Senator Hickenlooper asked the fol-
lowing question of Secretary Acheson:

In other words, are we going to be expected
to send substantial numbers of troops over
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there as & more or less permanent contribu-
tion to the development of these countries’
capacity to resist?

Secretary Acheson replied:
The answer to that question, Senator, is
a clear and absclute “No."

Well, may I say to my colleagues that
what we are in the process of doing if we
do not face up to our responsibility is es-
tablishing as policy the permanent bas-
ing of U.S. forces in Western Europe and
elsewhere, and we are doing it on the
basis of outmoded policies. We are doing
it because we are afraid to face up to the
fact that the world has changed and that
we should change with it.

I am in receipt of a letter addressed to
a colleague in this body, whose name I
will not mention, but I will read the let-
ter as follows:

The present administration had assured
the voters that our troops would be brought
home and our Allies would be asked to do
more for themselves than they had In the
past. Yet, 5 years and 86 billion dollars later
nothing has happened. In fact, in your let-
ter of July 18th, you take a less aggressive
attitude than you expressed 5 years ago. You
still justify our presence in Europe and the
continuity of our forces there,

You go on to say, if we were to terminate
our commitment, we could expect a drastic
revision of the European attitude, with re-
spect to trade and monetary issues as they
concern the United States.

Mr. President, may I say in passing,
Just what have they been doing over
the past several years?

I just cannot agree with you in this con-
clusion.

If there is such appreciation for what we
are doing in Europe, why have the French
kicked our forces out of their countiry and
forced us to establish new NATO bases at
great expense elsewhere? Why are the Euro-
pean Allies not living up to their commit-
ments to NATO? So far as trade and monetary
matters are concerned, I 1% were not for our
huge military expenditures in Europe and
Japan and for some of our lopsided trade
arrangements, we would not need their in-
dulgence and support.

We have deteriorated our financial and
economical strength greatly because of the
European arrangements which has brought
on two devaluations of the dollar, high inter-
est rates and our shaky financial posture.
Vietnam alone is not responsible. It is a com-
bination of Vietnam, Tokyo and Bonn which
has shaken us up so badly. It is almost
incredible that the Bundesbank today holds
more foreign exchange than any other cen-
tral bank in the world.

Our present military arrangement has
enriched the European nations, particularly
Germany, and has impeoverished the Amer-
ican taxpayer. Can you imagine what Amer-
iea could do with these extra billions at
home?

Do we not trust our partners . .. that is
Bonn and Tokyo? If we do, why not have
them rebuild their own defenses and while
this is done, have them pay for the forces
which are protecting them. Even the 30
¥year war came to an end. Isn't there ever to
be an end to World War II?

A figure of 17 billion dollars is being used
as our annual expenditure for NATO. This
does not take into consideration our enor-
mous expenditure for our weapons research
and for the nuclear umbrella which we pro-
tlde for all our Allies. Why should our de-
{>nse budget represent such a high percent-
tge of our total national income when that
of our Allles iz only a fraction of theirs.

The position you have taken, Senator, can
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only bring on a further deterioration of our
financlal structure, more devaluation, higher
national debts, higher taxes, higher interest
rates, more inflation, inadequate funds for
the needs of the American people. This is in
contrast to the prosperity prevailing in Bonn
and Tokyo who have offered to let us bor-
TOW money so we can pay for their defense.

I fail to see how we can justify our posi-
tion in this matter any longer. After the war,
we provided the necessary protection for our
Allies. We paid for our troops. There were no
negotintions. We did it all out of the good-
ness of our hearts. Now that the picture has
changed, we must go into endless negotia-
tlons with our Allies. Even when they do not
know what to do with the money they are
hoarding, they will not volunteer to pick up
any new expenditure without a long drawn
out negotiation. Do you call this apprecia-
tion for 25 years of services rendered.

I certainly do not.

Mr. President, on yesterday the so-
called Jackson-Nunn amendment was
agreed to. According to the press it seems
that during the debate, which unfortu-
nately I missed, the passage of that
amendment seemed to indicate an un-
dermining of the amendment which is
now before the Senate. I would like to
repeat again today what I said yester-
day:

The Nunn-Jackson amendment now before
the Senate seeks to have the President oh-
taln, through arrangements with the other
NATO countries, payments by the other
NATO countries of the balance-of-payments
drain caused by the U.S. troops in Europe.

A substantial reduction of U.S. troops in
Europe and elsewhere is long overdue. How-
ever, even after a substantial number have
been withdrawn, I believe that any U.S.
troops that remain should have any balance-
of-payments drainage of the United States
offset by appropriate payments by the other
NATO countries.

In my opinion, the amendment is not at
all inconsistent with the efforts to remove
substantial U.S. troops from Furope and
elsewhere, for that matter.

Mr, President, now we find, and this
ties in with what the distinguished Pre-
siding Officer had to say earlier this
morning, that there is an overabundance
of colonels, Navy captains, generals, and
admirals to take care of 2.2 million mili-
tary personnel. There are more men in
those categories today than there were at
the end of the Second World War when
the number of military personnel was in
excess of 15 million. That is something
I think we should think about.

Mr. ATEEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. ATIKEN. While I think that pos-
sibly the Senator’s amendment goes a
little too far too fast, I believe it is headed
in the right direction.

First, I would Lke to say we should
give the administration credit for having
withdrawn about 700,000 troops from
overseas, largely from Vietnam within
the last 2 or 3 years, and having given
up about 25 percent of the military posts
in foreign countries.

However, as I understand the Senator’s
amendment it would require 12.5 percent
of our remaining overseas troops to be
withdrawn before July 1974; 25 percent
before July 1975; and 50 percent before
the 1st of July 1976. Is that correct?

Mr. MANSFIELD. The figure would be
not less than 25 percent in any 1 year.
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Mr. ATKEN. Yes.

Mr. MANSFIELD. And I would point
out that the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices has reported a bill, the bill now
pending, which calls for a reduction and
discharge of 156,000 men. Any of those
who were overseas would be included in
the category in the amendment now
pending.

Mr. AIKEN. I wanted to make sure, I
have felt and I even suggested a couple
of years ago that we could withdraw
troops from Western Europe at the rate
of about 10 percent a year. If my arith-
metic is correct, the Senator’s amend-
ment would provide for withdrawing 12.5
percent the first year; that is, this fiscal
year.

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct.

Mr. AIKEN. Next year there would be
25 percent of the total, and finally 50
percent of our overseas troops would be
withdrawn.

I think I am correct but I realize it is
a little difficult to figure out. I am glad
the Senator graduated his amendment
so that they would not all be with-
drawn at the same time. It gives an
opportunity for Eastern Europe and
Western Europe to get together this fall
to see what they can do toward reducing
troop numbers in beth parts of Europe.

I am inclined to vote for the amend-
ment, but I still think it goes a little
too far too fast. I assume, if approved
by the Senate, it will go to conference,
and undoubtedly this discrepancy be-
tween what the amendment says and
what I feel will be corrected.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes, indeed. I ap-
preciate the remarks of the distinguished
Senator.

Mr. President, may I ask how much
time is left on this side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 33 minutes remaining.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I
would like to call to the attention of the
Senate the fact that the Secretary of
Defense announced on August 22, a lit-
tle over a month ago, that there would
be more base closings and cutbacks be-
fore next year’s congressional elections.

This would be the second wave of base
cutbacks in about a year.

The Pentagon in April closed, reduced,
or consolidated 274 installations in 32
States at a claimed savings of $3.5 bil-
lion over the next 10 years.

Sources said Schlesinger has not given
the services specific guidelines in deter-
mining which bases would be closed. The
number could run into the hundreds, and
probably would include some overseas—
probably. There are 451 major bases in
the United States and 323 abroad.

Any new base closings and cutbacks
probably would be announced early in
1974 when the next budget goes to
Capitol Hill—that would be the $83 bil-
lion budget, and that is a bedrock fiz-
ure—but would not take effect until after
the voters pick their Representatives and
Senators next November.

According to an article in the Allen-
town, Pa., Sunday Call-Chronicle, it
states, under the byline of Mr. Ray
Howard, that it costs $56,667 to maintain
a soldier in Europe:
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We are spending $56,667 for every private,
corporal, sergeant, captain, colonel, and gen-
eral stationed in Europe. But officlal budget
figures say that pay and allowances average
only $7,5560 per man,

So what happens to the missing $49,117?

Well, there is a lot of support needed, ac=
cording to the Pentagon generals, That
56,667 per man includes food, shelter, guns,
tanks, ammunition, helicopters, supply
dumps, and other expensive toys.

But no matter how you cut it, 856,667
soldiers don't come off as much of a bargain,
By comparison, $10,000-a-year schoolfeachers
100k cheap. And $9,500 cops look like a steal.

According to a book, supposedly a top
seeret, green covered book, which De-
fense Secretary Schlesinger gave to
President Nixon—and fthis is under the
byline of Henry J. Taylor, whom a lot
of us in this body know—the following
information is of some importance:

Incredibly, we have a military presence
today in 38 countries.

Much of this costly presence results from
42 treaties—some as obsolete as the Queen
of Sheba's camel.

Mr, Schlesinger noted to Mr. Nixon that
we are spending nearly $6 billion this year
on these presences and that, almost half of
them are a balance-of-payments drain on
the United States.

Then Schlesinger included the crusher:
Only about two hundred of the citations in
the 712 pages are officially listed as vital, even
assuming the maintenance of five U.S. divi-
sions in Europe to live up to our NATO
commitments.

And, Mr. President, we find, insofar as
foreign civilians employed by the DOD
are concerned, the following: Direct hire,
60,000. Indirect hire, 109,944, There is a
total of foreign civilians employed in
overseas bases, for which we pay, and
usually in the overvalued currency of the
country in which they are stationed
rather than in American dollars, almost
170,000.

And what about U.S. civilian em-
ployees of the Department of Defense
outside the United States as of June
1973? 78,870. What about the military
and civilian dependents outside the
United States as of September 19727
365,413.

If we add up the military, the foreign
nationals employed, the U.S. civilians
employed, and the dependents, we have
a presence in excess of 1 million people
overseas almost 30 years after the end
of the Second World War, and at a cost
worldwide of $30 billion a year—not just
NATO, which is $17 billion, but world-
wide.

There is not a continent in the world
where we do not have American military
personnel stationed, in one form or an-
other, all in defense of the United States,
it says. But I wonder, for example, what
the defense of the United States is that
calls for 1,000 Americans to be stationed,
evidently permanently, in Bermuda, 2,000
Americans to be stationed in Canada, a
number of American military personnel
in Antarctica, the Bahamas, Bahrain on
the Persian Gulf, the Leeward islands in
the Caribbean, New Zealand, Norway,
Saudi Arabia, South Vietnam, Australia,
Cyprus, Ethiopia, Greenland, Iran, John-
ston Island, Midway Island.

Well, these fizures give one cause to
ponder.

Now, Mr. President, how much time do
I have left?
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator now has 27 minutes.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I will
withhold the remainder of my time so
that I may have a few more remarks to
make when there are a few more Mem-
bers of the Senate on the floor.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield
myself such time as I may require.

The question before us is not a liberal-
conservative issue as we define philo-
sophie differences in this country. I think
that it is a question of isolationism,
whether or not we are going to retreat to
Fortress America, which was indeed ad-
vocated by a number of people of my own
philosophie stripe a number of years ago.
But I cannot think of any time in our
history when a retreat into an isolation-
ist posture would imperil the future of
the United States more than today.

Now, it has been a verity for many
years that when you are faced by a pow-
erful adversary that is bent on your dom-
ination, then it is incumbent on you to
keep your defense perimeter as far from
your own shores as possible and as close
to the adversary’s shores as possible.

And this is what we are doing. We are
not in Europe for some altruistic reason.
We are not there just to protect the
Western Europeans. We are there be-
cause the geographic and strategic real-
ities of this world make it in the best in-
terest of the United States for us to be
there and for us to maintain a presence
in various parts of this world.

Since 1968 we have reduced the Ameri-
can presence in foreign countries from
some 1,171,000 to some 564,000. And that
includes men in our naval vessels afloat.
Actually if we were to subtract the men
in our naval vessels from the total num-
ber of those stationed outside the United
States, the number gets down in the
neighborhood of about 483,000, and that
is all.

Mr. President, the distinguished Sen-
ator from Montana questioned our mili-
tary presence in such places as Antarc-
tica. I might mention that the military
men in Antarctica are there for scientific
purposes and not for military purposes.
They have not combat capability. If we
want to end all sorts of research efforts
and scientific efforts in all parts of the
world that are designed to benefit all
mankind and not just ourselves, we
could withdraw those men.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. TOWER. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
would be delighted to keep the 250 men
stationed in Antarctica.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, let us go
further. In the Bahamas, there are less
than 250 men. And they are there for
communication purposes.

In Bahrain we have very few men.
They are there since apparently we do
not want to produce cheap Louisiana
and Texas oil but would prefer to buy
oil from abroad. We feel that we should
have some people there to look after
our interests.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. TOWER. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
happened to see a film the other day
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which showed marines training in the
Mojave Desert in 150° heat. I hope
that there is not any relationship be-
tween that film and our men stationed
}n the Mideast to whom the Senator re-
ers.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I think
that we have shown that the Marine
Corps has proven its worth. The Sena-
tor from Montana is a former Marine
himself.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, I must bow to the
Senator from Texas, who happened to
be a gunner's mate first class. I hap-
pened to be a private first class.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, we have
no military structure in the Caribbean.
In New Zealand there are less than 250
men and Saudi Arabia is the same case.

We are talking about 50 percent of
our forces overseas. These would be only
a drop in the bucket if we were to bring
them home.

The Senator from Montana also men-
tioned Johnston Island and Midway Is-
land. They belong to the United States.
That is American soil.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if
the Senator will yield, the Senator has
mentioned the bits and pieces. He has
not mentioned the 42,000 in Korea, the
42,000 in Thailand, and the 40,000 in
Taiwan.

Mr. TOWER. I will mention those. I
wanted to point out that we have less
than 1,000 men in any of the places men-
tioned by the Senator from Montana.

The point is that this is an attempt
to get us out of Western Europe, because
if we call back all of our land military
forces, including military attaches and
every Marine guard everywhere in the
world, it would only be about one-third
of our total force posture overseas, and
that includes Western Europe and its en-
virons.

Why do we not say what this really is,
and that is that it is an attempt to man-
date the President to withdraw Amer-
ican forces and reduce the American
presence in Western Europe at a time
when we are engaged in mutual balanced
force reduction talks in negotiations with
the Warsaw Pact.

The thrust of the amendment is to
undermine American foreign policy. It
is to kill the mutual and balanced force
reductions. Can one imagine the War-
saw negotiations and the negotiations to
reduce forces when the United States
unilaterally does so? Of course not.

I think that it would be an act of irre-
sponsibility on the part of the Congress
of the United States to say: “We will
make foreign policy, and that policy first
will consist of a concession to the So-
viets that we will withdraw any of our
military force structure that we have in
Central Europe. We will pull out uni-
laterally, and we will become isolation-
ists and withdraw to fortress America,
because we are tired of the mantle and
the cloak that fell on our shoulders after
World War II. We will leave the rest of
the world to the Soviets. We will come
back to America and let the Soviets bully
and scare the weaker nations of this
world. We will make accommodations
with them and ultimately not only iso-
late the United States from the economic
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standpoint, but also from the military
standpoint. We will become a second-
rate Nation if we withdraw without nego-
tiating something in return from the So-
viets.”

What is proposed here today is that
the Congress of the United States can-
cel the talks on mutual and balanced
force reductions. While we are engaging
in the rhetoric of détente, the Soviets
have been upgrading their military capa-
bility. Since 1960 while we have been
reducing our presence all over the world,
this is what the Soviets have been doing.

Their total forces have gone up from
3 to 3.7 million.

On the NATO front there have been
made both qualitative and quantitative
improvements. They have more divisions,
more tanks, more rocket launchers, and
more cannon artillery.

As far as their navy is concerned, its
growth has been very significant. They
have more ships, more ship-days, and are
capable of sustained operations at sea.

In 1965 the Soviets had 6,000 ship-
days on the major oceans of this world.

In 1972 they had 35,000 ship-days.

With respect to strategic weapons, they
now have new long-range sea-launched
ballistic missiles, a new bomb, a grow-
ing family of intercontinental ballistic
missiles, and a successful test of a MIRV
capability.

They have had a steady annual 3-
percent growth in their military budget
since 1967.

In all of this time we have been re-
ducing the total percentage of our budget
and gross national product that was ex-
pended on the military.

Mr. President, there is no substitute
for the American presence in Western
Europe. I think now that we are on the
verge of a breakthrough and we are try-
ing to live in an era of nonconfrontation
and enter the era of negotiations—and
I believe that the era of negotiation is
underway—I think that a real détente on
a basis that is consonant with the in-
terests of both the United States and the
Soviet Union is possible. However, I do
not think that is possible if we unilat-
erally surrender to the Soviet Union on
the matter of forces postured in Western
and Central Europe.

If this amendment should become law,
It would kill the mutual and balaneed
reduction negotiations. And I think that
it would probably initially lead to the
end of the strategic arms limitation talks.
There are those who believe that we
should unilaterally disarm. There are
those who believe that we should with-
draw from the rest of the world and
maintain a sufficient force to defend our-
selves against nuclear attack.

There are those who believe that
should we unilaterally disarm, the rest
of the world would bring moral pressure
to bear on the Soviet Union to do like-
wise.

I have never seen the Soviet Union
respond to moral pressure. Where was
moral pressure effective against the So-
viet Union in Poland and East Germany,
in Hungary and Czechoslovakia?

Mr. President, we have to view the
world as it is, not as we would like it to
be. At a time, now, when the Russians
are ready to negotiate, we must be pre-
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pared to negotiate from a position of
strength; and there will never be a mu-
tual and balanced force reduction in
Europe and an accompanying reduction
in tensions if we unilaterally withdraw.

Should we unilaterally withdraw, then
I think NATO would come apart. It
would be demoralized. I might point out
that the NATO countries have increased
their contributions to NATO substan-
tially, and the West German and British
defense budgets both went up this past
year, both in terms of actual deutsch-
marks and pounds and in terms of per-
centage of their total national budgets.
So this is no time for us to demoralize
them.

In talking with people in Western Eu-
rope, they say over and over, “There is no
substitute for the American presence, be-
cause otherwise you have the business of,
if you withdraw, maybe we could, with
German divisions, English divisions, Ben-
elux divisions, or Italian divisions, defend
ourselves, but we cannot replace the
American presence, because there is
something unique about the Soviets being
confronted by the only other super-
power in the world, rather than being
confronted only by the weaker nations of
‘Western Europe.”

So our presence is essential, and I
think our presence serves as a deterrent.
In an age when we are trying to end
the strategic arms race, when we are
trying to limit nuclear weaponry, should
we arrive at a nuclear stalemate, we
certainly must be prepared to deter war
on a conventional basis, because, facing
a nuclear stalemate and removal of the
threat of a nuclear war, aggressive na-
tions might be tempted to mount mili-
tary adventures on a conventional basis,
if we do not have a conventional
deterrent.

Therefore, Mr. President, I hope the
Senate will reject this amendment. I
know why the Senator from Montana
has offered it, and I think there is no
Member of this body who has a higher
regard for the intellectual honesty of the
distinguished majority leader than I do,
or who admires him more as a man, But
in this instance, I think he is wrong, that
he is tragically wrong.

We are all tired of the burden. I re-
member Kipling’s poem:

Far-called, our navies melt away—

On dune and headland sinks the fire—

Lo, all our pomp of yesterday

Is one with Nineveh and Tyre.

I know that we are tired of this re-
sponsibility. We are tired of the financial
burden. But we are turning the corner
now on balance of payments. So I think
we are in pretty good shape there; and
as a matter of fact the maintenance of
our overseas forces accounts for less than
10 percent of our total imports into this
country from overseas in terms of money
spent, and that is partially offset by off-
set agreements.

So I think we must face up to our re-
sponsibility, recognizing that it is in our
national interest to do so, that there is no
substitute for the American presence in
Western Europe, and negotiate from a
position of strength to bring about the
reduction of tensions and the recognition
of mutual interests between ourselves
and the other superpowers, to the extent
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that some day we can have peace and
we can bring the boys home.

That day will come only if we maintain
our current strength, so that we can suc-
cessfully negotiate.

Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. TOWER. I yield 3 minutes to the
Senator from Virginia.

Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT. Mr. Presi-
dent, I appreciate the Senator yielding
to me. I agree with much of what the
distinguished Senator from Texas has
said. Certainly, I support the committee
bill that pertains to weaponry and the
amendments that would put the country
in a better position procurementwise.
I believe, too, that the Soviet Union does
respond to strength. We must have a
national defense second to none to pre-
serve peace in the world.

Yet I am going to support the amend-
ment. I believe the Senator from Mon-
tana, distinguished majority leader, is
reasonable in his approach of a 50-per-
cent reduction over a period of almost 3
years—a 1215-percent reduction the first
year and a 25-percent reduction by
July 1, of 1976. We still have the Ameri-
can presence that the distinguished Sen-
ator from Texas speaks of.

We know that our former Commander
in Chief and late President Dwight
Eisenhower, the Commander of our
Armed BServices during World War II,
said that the American presence was the
deterrent to aggression rather than the
number of troops in Europe.

We have been in Europe not only dur-
ing World War II, from 1941 to 1945, but
continuously since that time, to a large
extent as a part of the NATO forces. We
have more than borne our portion of the
burden of protecting the free world.
With only 6 percent of the population
of the world we cannot be the police force
to protect the entire free world. I believe
the people of America want to do their
fair share but it is time for the other
nations of the world to assume their fair
share of protecting the free world against
aggressor nations.

I just believe that this is a reasonable
amendment. I consider it is in the in-
terest of the country. We have economic
problems. We have balance-of-payments
problems. I believe we need to let the
rest of the world know that we will work
with them; but that 6 percent of the
people of the world cannot bear the bur-
den of protecting the free world to the
same extent that we have done it over
the years. The results of the overbalance
of our efforts in contrast with that of the
remainder of the free world is evident
in many facets of our life today. They
need not be enumerated here.

However, I commend the distinguished
majority leader for offering his amend-
ment. I intend to support it.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield
such time as he may desire to the dis-
tinguished Senator from South Carolina.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, for
20 years we have viewed a strong cohesive
North Atlantic Treaty Organization sup-
ported by U.S. forces as essential to the
fulfillment of U.S. objectives in Europe.
The pending amendment, although di-
rected at all overseas U.S. forces, is
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nevertheless aimed at forcing unilateral
U.S. troop reduction in NATO.
OUR PRESENT POLICY

In February 1972, the President re-
ported to Congress our policy in this
matter. These are his words:

Given the existing strategic balance and a
similar effort by our allles, it is the policy of
this Government to maintain and improve
our forces in Europe and not reduce them
except through reciprocal reductions negoti-
ated with the Warsaw Pact. With such mu-
tual reductions now on the agenda of East-
West diplomacy, this is precisely the moment
not to make unilateral cuts in our strength.

Mr. President, this is not the moment
in history to make unilateral reductions.
If the amendment of the distinguished
Senator from Montana is adopted, what
would be the use of our having meetings
to try to get reductions? We would al-
ready have made a unilateral reduction.
We will not get a reduction on the other
side. Why take away from the President,
in this moment of history, the oppor-
tunity to go into the conference and get
a mutual reduction, rather than merely
a reduction on our side alone? Unilateral
reduction does not make sense.

Mr. President, this policy was based
upon the President’s careful considera-
tion of the diplomatic, military, and eco-
nomic consequences of unilateral U.S.
withdrawal, in the light of the U.S. long-
term interest in Western Europe.

These consequences are examined be-
low.

THE DIPLOMATIC CONSEQUENCES

A unilateral U.S. reduction would have
the following diplomatic consequences
within the NATO alliance:

Pirst. It would undermine the Presi-
dent’s current diplomacy and directly
contradict the U.S. commitment, stated
by the President in his 1971 foreign policy
message, and reaffirmed in February of
1972.

Second. It would confirm the fears of
our allies that U.S. isolationist pressures
were taking over and we were withdraw-
ing from our role as leader of the Free
World. What other conclusion could be
reached if this action is taken?

Third. It would remove any incentive
for the Soviets to withdraw forces from
central Europe. If we are going to with-
draw and not require them to withdraw,
too, why would they later even consider
withdrawing?

Fourth. It would weaken our Atlantic
Alliance by creating doubt among our
partners as to our resolve to maintain a
strong bargaining position even during a
period of détente.

Fifth. It would make the mutual force
reduction talks a farce, as the Soviets
would know we are going to reduce our
troops no matter what agreement is
reached.

THE MILITARY CONSEQUENCES

Twenty years ago, the United States
enjoyed a nuclear monopoly and had a
relatively limited need for a substantial
conventional capability in Eurcope. Today,
when we no longer have a nuclear su-
periority, a NATO conventional capa-
bility is needed as never before. While
nuclear forces remain, the backbone of
our deterrent, our willingness to defend
ourselves is made most credible, in to-
day’s strategic situation, by the mainte-
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nance of strong U.S. and allied conven-
tional forces in Europe.

If we unilaterally move to cut our over-
seas forces, here is what will happen:

First. The delicate troop balance in
Europe, already in favor of {the Warsaw
Pact, would become more one sided.

Two. The NATO “flexible response”
strategy, which seeks to avoid immediate
resort to nuclear weapons in case of ag-
gression by the Warsaw Pact, would be
jeopardized.

Mr. President, to me, the Senate should
bear in mind that the lessons of World
War I and World War II showed us that
our defense perimeter lies beyond our
shores. Forward deployment is the chief
means by which the United States pre-
vents attack against its own territory.

Certainly the deployment of U.S.
Forces in Korea has helped maintain the
peace in that country. Likewise, the pres-
ence of U.S. troops in Japan, the Philip-
pines, Okinawa, and Hawail bring a
measure of stability to the Pacific.

At present we are reducing our forces
in Thailand because of the changing mil-
itary situation. But, in my judgement,
our overseas deployments have given
strength to the mutual security treaties
we have signed and have therefore
helped discourage would-be aggressors.

Mr. President, a fragile peace agree-
ment is holding together in Vietnam, We
are entering mutual force reduction talks
in Europe. It is my firm belief that if we
give the President the power to negotiate
from strength he may be able to reduce
our obligations overseas.

This approach would be the responsible
path to take. This approach would en-
hance the chances for world peace. This
approach would maintain the viability
of our treaties. This approach would not
encourage would-be aggressors.

Therefore, Mr. President, I urge the
Senate not to undercut the President in
his efforts to reduce world tension
through mutual force reductions over-
seas.

Mr. President, U.S. forces overseas are
an instrument of the U.S. foreign policy.
We all know that. They demonstrate our
interest in world peace and support our
treaty commitments. At present we are
entering talks to achieve mutual force
reductions. We have a new Secretary of
State. It would be a mistake to preempt
the President or the Secretary of State
by requiring any reduction of overseas
forces at this moment. Such reductions
are in the making through mutual talks
in Europe, or normal cuts such as re-
duced forces in Thailand. But let the
changes be made by the President. Let
him have the flexibility. Why take away
from him the military muscle adequate
to bring about these mutual force reduc-
tions?

We know the Communists are not go-
ing to reduce unless they have to reduce.
If we have something with which to
trade with them or negotiate with them,
we can get reductions but if we unilat-
erally reduce before these talks are held,
what inducement, I say, is there, to the
Communists to reduce?

It would be a mistake to tie the Pres-
ident’s hands as this amendment would

do.
Yesterday the Senate addressed itself
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to the cost problem of our overseas forces
by adopting the Jackson amendment.
This amendment will require NATO re-
ductions if our allies do not increase
their share of the military costs in West-
ern Europe. Therefore, through the
Jackson amendment, we have set a limit
on our NATO commitment. We have
_taken a big step to protect our dollar, but
in so doing we have not undercut the
President nor denied him the flexibility
to use our overseas forces as an instru-
ment of foreign policy.

Mr. President, we have in this country
a great organization known as the Ameri-
can Legion. The American Legion was
organized shortly after World War I. If
the policies of the American Legion had
been followed in this country by Congress
and by this Government, we would not
have had these wars.

They have advocated a state of pre-
paredness. They have advocated military
superiority. They have advocated keep-
ing this country ready.

I want to say, Mr. President, that
their position on this matter is one in
accord with the thinking of the President
of the United States.

I hold in my hand a telegram from the
national commander, Robert Eaton of
the American Legion.

The wire reads:

The American Legion by action of the 1973
National Convention strongly supports de-
fense appropriations adequate to assure the
President future effectiveness of our national
security. Specifically we urge appropriation
of sufficient funds to expedite development
and eventual procurement of the B-1, the
Minuteman III, the Trident, and air superi-
ority fighters for Air Force and Navy.

Listen to this next sentence:

Additionally, we are opposed to unilateral
;‘qeguctlon of United States troops assigned to
TO.

That is the stand of the American
Legion.

If we adopt this amendment, we will
be reducing troops in NATO unilaterally.
I am sure the author of the amendment
would agree that that is the case.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from South Carolina yield for a
question?

Mr. THURMOND. Not on my time, but
%iwill be pleased to yield on the Senator's

me.

Mr. PASTORE. Will the Senator from
Montana grant me 1 minute to ask a
question?

Mr. THURMOND. I will be glad to yield
to the Senator on his time.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I seek
recognition and I yield 1 minute to the
Senator from Rhode Island, and then I
want to keep the floor.

Mr. PASTORE. I would like to ask the
Senator a question. How many nations
in NATO have lived up to their commit-
ments apart from the United States?
Not one.

Mr. THURMOND. Not very many,

Mr. PASTORE. Not one.

Mr. THURMOND. That is the reason
we passed the Jackson amendment yes-
terday to require them to do more. They
have got to do more. Now, if they do not
do more, we then will have a reason to
reduce our forces, But why should we,
on the eve of the mutual reduction con-
ferences act unilaterally?
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Mr. MANSFIELD Not on my time
now——

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, who
has the floor?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I have the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HarT) . The Senator from South Carolina
held the floor and yielded to the Senator
from Rhode Island for 1 minute.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from South Carolina yield to
me?

Mr., THURMOND. Mr. President, do
I not have the floor?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina does have the
floor.

Mr. THURMOND. I am very pleased to
yield to the Senator from Texas.

Mr, TOWER. Mr. President, let me say
that we are, again, in Western Europe
for no altruistic reason. We are not there
just to defend Western Europe. We are
there in the interests of the United
States. I would say that some NATO
countries have, in recent months, begun
to live up to their commitments—the
United Kingdom and West Germany.
Some have not. But, really, I do not think
that is the point here.

We passed the Jackson amendment, as
has been pointed out by the Senator from
South Carolina, to require more of them
to do so. The point is that we are there
because it is incumbent upon us, when
confronted by another superpower, to
maintain our defense perimeter, our mil-
itary capability, as close to them and as
far from us as possible. We are there in
the interests of the United States. West-
ern Europe is a principal trading part-
ner of the United States. We are depend-
ent on them as they are dependent on us.

So it is in our interests to maintain a
military force there, if it is going to deter
any kind of military and political adven-
tures on the part of the Soviet Union that
would ultimately result in the political
and economic isolation of the United
States.

Mr. THURMOND. I thank the distin-
guished Senator from Texas.

Mr. President, the Senator from Texas
is right. We do not have troops in Eu-
rope just to protect the Europeans. We
have troops there as a part of our foreign
policy, as I stated a few moments ago.
It is to our advantage.

Inasmuch as we are going to have this
meeting on mutual reduction of forces,
why not wait until then and let the
President try to bring about a reduction
on the part of their forces as well as
ours? Why should we unilaterally reduce
our forces at this ecritical time, just on
the eve, so to speak, of the meeting for
this purpose?

Mr. President, on September 17, an
article by the editor of the U.S. News
& World Report was published in that
great magazine, and I should like to
read an excerpt from it.

Malcolm Mackintosh, consultant to the
London-based International Institute for
Strategic Studies, says:

“The Soviet Union is basically hostile to

the United Stat 5. It wo 'd like to see a weak-
ening of American power and influence all
over the world. It would like to see America’s
alliance disintegrate and American resolution
and determination to aid its friends fade
and disappear.”
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In plain words: To most Americars
“peaceful coexistence™ signals an end to
dangerous tensions and the start of a period
when defense and arms spending can be
downgraded. To the Communists, it means
that rivalry with the U.S. will continuz to
be pushed—by all means short of actual
War.

Their actions show this, For instance:

Soviet military power is being substan-
tially increased, despite the end of the draft
and other military cutbacks by the U.S.

Russia continues %0 maintaia 31 divisions
in Eastern Europe to keep its g-ip on Com-
munist satellites when the U.S. is pulling
back forces from most of the world and de-
bating & cut in its troop strength in West-
ern Europe.

In the nuclear field, Russia's development
of a multi-targeted warhead—while not un-
expected—Iis significant in direction.

At a time when US. is accepting—even
encouraging—the development of ~,estern
Europe as an economic rival, Russia reserves
the right to provide “fraternal assistance” to
Eastern Europe. This political rhetoric means
it will use military force, if that is deemed
necessary, to squelch independence.

The Kremlin continues to probe for op-
portunities to expand its influence at Ameri-
ca's expense—for example, by making a se-
curity treaty with India, promoting subver-
sion in the Arabian Peninsula and encourag-
ing the Arabs to use “oil blackmail” against
us.

Police-state controls are being tightened
against dissidents in Fussia. Meaningful con-
tacts with foreigners are discouraged.

In short, it is a needle in a haystack to
find any evidence that Russia's masters have
really changed their ways. Their determina-
tion to extend Communist rule worldwide is
as firm as ever. So, if a facade of live-and-let-
live helps for now, they'll use it.

The danger has been cummed up this way
by the British weekly, “The Economisi™:

“The uncomfortable truth is that democra-
cies are bad at dealing with periods of low=-
tension confrontation . .. There is an almost
universal human desire to belie.e that peace
is the natural condition of man, that armies
are temporary nuisances, that conflicts of in-
terest can be dissolved by a policy of good
will. None of these things is true, but people
like to belleve they are.”

A leading European authority on Soviet
affairs recently put the Russial. strategy for
ending the cold war in these words:

“Above all, in Russia th' -e is the conviction
that, in the long run, history is on the side
of the Soviet Union. It is Brezhmnev's and
Eosygin's view that when opportunities pre-
sent themselves and there is no danger to
the security of the Soviet Union, history
should be given a little nudge.”

If the nudge becomes a shove, watch out.

Mr. President, here we are confronted
by a great power, the Soviet Union. We
want a mutual reduction in forces; they
claim they want it. If we, on the eve of
the talks, unilaterally reduce our forces,
what incentive is there to the Soviet
Union to reduce theirs later? It does not
make sense. The only language the So-
viets know is force and strength.

We should put in the hands of our
President the military muscle, as I stated
earlier, to go into those talks and try
to get a mutual reduction on both sides.
That is what we want. I visualize the
time, if we give him the strength and the
power when he goes into these talks,
that we can get a sizable reduction on
both sides, not just a few billions of dol-
lars, but many billions of dollars in arms
cuts and many thousands of troops. But
we will have no chance to accomplish
this if we unilaterally reduce our troop
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strength in NATO, unilaterally reduce
our troop strength all over the world.

In my judgment, this is a dangerous
amendment. I hope the Senate will re-
ject it.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield myself such
time as I may desire.

Mr. President, in my judgment, this
is a long overdue amendment. It is about
time the Senate faced up to its respon-
sibility and not depend on the American
Legion, the Veterans of Foreign Wars, or
any other organization, because we are
here to make up our own minds. Nor
should we depend upon the lobbyists of
the highest rank who have been patrol-
ling and prowling around the corridors
for the past week or so.

Mr. President, we have heard the old
cliches: retreat into isolationism; for-
tress America; give the mutual reduction
conference a chance. Thirteen years ago,
I suggested that conference, and only
now it is getting underway.

Mr. President, it is time for America
to replace a policy of foreign landbased
military omnipresence with a policy of
discerning internationalism. The amend-
ment I have offered will stimulate that
process. Its provisions are not complex.
In brief, it will——

First, require a reduction by 50 per-
cent of the landbased military personnel
stationed on foreign soil over a 3-year
period;

Second, provide that at least 25 per-
cent of the total be accomplished in each
of the 3 years;

Third, permit the executive branch
total discretion to determine from which
countries these reductions will be made.

That should knock the NATO argu-
ment into a cocked hat.

The amendment simply recognizes that
approximately 500,000 military personnel
are presently stationed on foreign soil
and seeks to reduce this figure to approx-
imately 250,000 by June 30, 1976. The
amendment would not affect or reduce
the additional 100,000 military personnel
afloat off foreign shores. Thus, under
the terms of the amendment approxi-
mately 85,000 military personnel must
be returned to the United States by June
30, 1974. The President would have total
discretion from which countries these
85,000 could be removed.

For example, Okinawa and Thailand
could account for the entire 85,000 if the
President chose to return these troops
home. Only foreign shore based military
personnel would be included in the com-
putation for eligibility for reduction.

And, last, the amendment remains
neutral on the question of demobiliza-
tion of the personnel returned. It is my
belief that the pressures to maintain a
standing Army in peacetime through vol-
unteers will significantly shrink the over-
all size of the military force levels. In
this respect this amendment would com-
plement that forecast and complement
as well the unanimous action by the Sen-
ate Armed Services Committee which
recommends an overall force level reduc-
tion of 156,000 by June 30, 1974.

The enactment of this amendment
would be totally consistent with the
Nixon doctrine of worldwide presence
manifested by other than land forces on
foreign soil.
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Action by the Congress is long overdue.
The United States has stationed overseas
more than 500,000 military personnel. In
addition another 100,000 of military per-
sonnel are afloat away from our shores.
Thus approximately 30 percent of our
military force is stationed beyond our
homeland. Not since the days of the
British Empire—or, probably more truly,
the Roman Empire—have so many been
required to “maintain the peace” away
from our shores. Many of our post-World
War II military postures and weapons
procurements, and those of the Sovieb
Union as well, have been imitative or
mirrored responses to each other. When
one superpower develops a missile the
other responds in kind.

If only that policy of mirrored action
were applied to the stationing of U.S.
forces on foreign soil.

The Soviet Union has stationed out-
side the Soviet Union approximately
345,000 military personnel; of this total
330,000 are stationed in Eastern Europe.
It is presumed that many of these Soviet
military forces in Easterm Europe are
there for other than an external threat
from the West. But notwithstanding the
comparatively restrictive military over-
seas policy of the Soviet Union, the
United States is badly overextended
abroad. The presence on foreign soil of
so many U.S. military presumes a policy
that heavily favors the military opt-iqn‘
In fact it is my belief that the commit-
ment and level of U.S. Forces abroad has
determined our policy rather than our
policy determining the level of U.S.
Forces abroad.

It is almost beyond belief to most
Americans that our country maintains
over 2,000 bases and installations on for-
eign soil; that the Defense Department
employs directly or indirectly approxi-
mately 173,000 foreign nationals at these
bases and the installations to support
these U.S. Forces abroad; that over 314,-
000 dependents are stationed overseas
with these military forces. Disbelief turns
to dismay when announcements are
made that bases and installations are to
be closed in the United States and per-
sons put out of work all in the interest of
economy. Economy is a desirable goal
but it should apply to expenditures
abroad as well as expenditures at home.
The impoundment by this administration
of $12 billion for domestic programs; the
devaluaton and other weakenings of the
dollar over the past two years approach
50 percent; all marshal attention to this
policy of shameful overseas waste. It can-
not be tolerated any longer.

The amendment now pending is di-
rected worldwide and not specifically at
Europe. The public debate over the years
has focused primarily on Europe because
it is there that the largest contingent of
U.S. Forces is stationed. But equally
forceful gquestions can be raised to the
U.S. troops stationed in Thailand—now
about 45,000; or in Okinawa—now about
40,000; or Korea—also about 40,000; or
Taiwan—about 8,000; or the Philip-
pines—about 15,000; or even Bermuda
where about 1,000 men defend our na-
tional interests. In fact, this amendment
could be fully carried out during the first
2 years of its operation by reductions en-
tirely from the areas I have mentioned,
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Thailand, Korea, Okinawa, Taiwan, Phil-
ippines, and Bermuda, without removing
one soldier from the European theater.

Where, incidentally, Mr. President, we
have 134 generals and admirals stationed
today, and they are not in the same cate-
gory as the privates or the noncoms.

But since Europe has become the sym-
bol and for the opponents of any troop
reduction, their strongest case, it should
be useful to examine the premises and
view the weaknesses of this—the strong-
est case.

Let us look at the realities that faced
fhis Nation in 1951 which precipitated
the stationing of four divisions in Europe.
Let us look at the premises upon which
the Congress assented and the repre-
sentations that were made about the
permanence of such a commitment of
manpower abroad. Then let us look at
Europe and the United States today, 28
years after the war, 23 years after the
initial stationing of these divisions to
NATO.

EURCPE AFTER WORLD WAR II

World War II left Western Europe in
ruins. The United States moved swiftly
with the most massive reconstruction
effort ever attempted with its Marshall
plan—an effort that has proven success-
ful beyond expectations. The institutions
of Europe, political, economic as well as
military, were in shambles. With these
weakened conditions in Europe com-
bined with the common perception of the
threat of the hordes from the East a
strong military presence in Western Eu-
rope to complement the economic effort
was rational. But the North Atlantic
Treaty, ratified in 1949, did not com-
mit U.S. troops to the European Con-
tinent. The NATO Treaty did not com-
mit U.S. troops to the European Con-
tinent.

In fact, the treaty itself made no com-
mitment of U.S, ground troops to Eu-
rope. It was not until 1951 that the de-
cision was made to send four land divi-
sions to Europe and congressional assent
solicited to this significant commitment
of troops.

The history of proceedings before the
Congress is very revealing.

Secretary Marshall claimed at that
time that there was nothing magical
about four divisions. The level was se-
lected based upon a judgment of our
resources and their availability. If only
the same standard were to be applied
today. And why should it not be applied?

But even more revealing is the ex-
change that Senator Hickenlooper had
with Secretary Acheson when it was
made clear that each signatory to the
NATO Treaty would unilaterally make
its own determination of its contribu-
tion of military equipment, manpower
and facilities. In addition, Secretary
Acheson envisioned the return of troops
subsequently sent if the situation got
better. And Lord, has it gotten better.

But what conditions were envisioned
in 1951 that initially warranted the
troops to go to Europe and what thorny
questions should be resolved for us to
expect their return? Senator Smith of
New Jersey sought this information from
General Bradley in 1951 and General
Bradley felt the making of a peace treaty
with Germany—get that—and the state
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of preparedness of the other nations of
Europe—get that—as well as the aggres-
sive intentions of the East—get that—
were the chief irritants that justified
U.S. action. How interesting that all of
these irritants have been significantly
removed.

Nineteen fifty-one was, in addition, a
time when the Korean war was under-
way; China was an active enemy; the
Soviets had come of nuclear age; the
Southeast European flank was still
threatened; the economies of Western
Europe were just back on their feet; po-
litical instability was prevalent in most
West European countries. Strong men
replaced strong institutions and pro-
vided the cohesion for Western Europe.
But even then the questions were raised:
Should the United States commit four
divisions to Europe as a deterrent to
another European war at least until Eu-
rope is ready to assume its own defense?

The Congress assented to that request
and the American troops returned to
Europe to meet the threat that was per-
ceived at that time.

However real the threat then, has it
changed since that time?

EUROPE SINCE THE 1850's

When U.S. troops were initially com-
mitted to the European Continent, total
GNP of all European NATO countries
was $546.9 billion compared to $831.9 bil-
lion for 1972. The total exports from all
NATO countries to the U.S.SR. and
Eastern Europe in 1972 amounted to
$0.89 billion. The imports from the
U.S.S.R. and Eastern Europe to NATO
countries totaled $8.67 billion. In this one
area alone of trade between the blocs,
the most dramatic change in climate
must be recognized.

But even more significant than evalu-
ating not only the strength of Western
Europe and appreciating the strong trade
flow between East and West is the great
number of events since 1963 that mani-
fest as well as significantly contribute to
the lessening of tensions between East
and West. I have selected 82 events I
consider significant since 1963, which I
ask be incorporated at the end of my
remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. MANSFIELD. They range from the
hot line to the nuclear test ban to the
consular convention to the nonprolifera-
tion treaty normalizing relations between
Germany and Poland; to the Soviet-West
German agreement on consulates; to the
German treaties with Soviet Union; to
the SALT treaty; to the signing of the
treaty on relations between East and
West Germany. But to many the threat
of an all-out conventional war with the
East remains the same. Rigidity affects
not only the rnetoric but the policy. Gen-
eral Eisenhower, testifying in 1951 about
congressional responsibility in the deter-
mination and the evolution of the level
of U.8. troops in Europe, said:

I do think that Congress ought to see a
respectable, reasonable approach, and the
second they see anything to be, let's say,

cockeyed and crazy, to get into the thing
with both feet.

Well, Mr. President, I think the time
has come when Congress must recognize
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that in the words of General Eisenhower,
something is ‘‘cockeyed” about U.S.
troops stationed abroad. President Eisen-
hower later recognized that change was
justified. He stated in 1963 that one U.S.
division would be sufficient to fulfill our
commitment to NATO.

It is evident from these indicia of
engagement with the Soviet Union and
Eastern Europe that the tension that
existed in the early 1950’s has changed
significantly.

It is time that the United States recog-
nized the existence of its own policy to-
ward the East. The policy of this Gov-
ernment should be consistent, not one of
engagement with the Soviet Union in
trade and cultural exchange and con-
frontation in military matters. There
should be but one barometer by which
this Government guides its actions to-
ward the East.

But we have many barometers that
provide such different readings for the
same phenomenon. This dual standard
for rationalizing our policies vis-a-vis
the Eastern bloec cannot withstand
thoughtful focus. If our policy toward
the East is predicated upon a desire to
open markets and develop a mutual in-
terdependency of East and West upon
each other, that policy will yield bene-
fits beyond the economic sphere as they
have with increased cultural and edu-
cational exchanges. It is a natural evolu-
tion of the events of the past decade.
But in the military sphere—in the NATO
structure—what remains is a stale rigid-
ity; a resort to old rationalizations from
bygone years.

THE MEFR

Again and again over the years we have
been told both by our own officials and
those in Europe that some decrease in
U.S. military presence should take place.

But the time is never right for such
action. Two years ago the argument was
the policy of detente was underway and
that nothing should be done that would
disrupt the process, including the U.S.-
U.S.8.R. SALT negotiations and the goals
envisioned by Chancellor Brandt’s “Ost-
politik.”

Today we find ourselves in a new situa-
tion. Success has been achieved in the
first and most important round of SALT
talks; the Warsaw and Moscow treaties
have been concluded; the status of Berlin
has been regularized; through the ex-
changes of visits between President
Nixon and Chairman Brezhnev a new
and better climate has been created
which allows us to talk about the Cold
War in terms of the past.

Despite this movement, we are being
told that this is the “worst possible time"”
in which to take any action on the ques-
tion of our forces in Europe. The bar-
gaining chip is back. Negotiations on
mutual force reductions are to begin on
October 30 of this year.

At the outset we were told by all the
experts that MBFR negotiations will be
even more complicated and lengthy than
the first phase of SALT. Most informed
and optimistic speculations are that the
outcome of such negotiations after per-
haps 2 to 3 years might be a reduction
of no more than 10 to 15 percent on the
part of those countries involved.

Indeed, since the preliminary talks—
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that is, talks as to whether there
should be talks—were expected to take
roughly 5 weeks and took about 5 months,
my skepticism has been increased rather
than diminished about MBFR. I really
doubt that the United States can remain
immobilized on the troops question for a
minimum of 2 and possibly even 4 to 5
years. So the argument to wait for
MBFR really is a postponement of sig-
nificant action indefinitely.

TNILATERAL ACTION

The questions of MBFR are immensely
complicated even if they were undertaken
in a bilateral framework. The positioning
of forces, the proportionate reduction of
one side as opposed to the other because
of different logistical requirements will
generate 19 different solutions equal to
the number of participants at the con-
ference. So the complexity of MBFR is
magnified 19 times.

The wisdom of the North Atlantic
Treaty which left the guestion of spe-
cific troop commitments in the NATO
command to be decided unilaterally by
each country is abandoned in MEFR.
Unilateral action on such a matter is the
only practical method. Any nation en-
tering into negotiations whether bilat-
eral or multilateral only agrees in those
negotiations to what she determines uni-
laterally she can do or must do in her
own national interest. No negotiation
with the Soviet Union would cause the
Soviet Union to reduce any of its troops
from Eastern Europe if the Soviet Urion
determines that those troops are needed
in the Eastern European couutries for
other than protection against an exter-
nal threat. In like manner, if the Soviet
Union senses a greater need for its troops
on other frontiers, or if she desires to di-
vert a greater proportion of her resources
to non-military interests, then the ap-
propriate reductions by the U.S.S.R. will
be made—but only then.

So unilateral action on our part to re-
duce U.S. troops in Europe, while still
maintaining our commitment with a
more wisely structured but significantly
reduced level of troops could very well
stimulate a similar independently ar-
rived at response on the part of the So-
viet Union. This is not unprecedented in
recent history. Unilateral and independ-
ent actions taken by the United States
and the Soviet Union for moratoriums
on nuclear tests in the atmosphere pre-
cipitated similar constructive independ-
ent responses on each side which ulti-
mately led to the nuclear test ban treaty.
So the arguments that unilateral action
cannot lead to constructive responses are
unwarranted.

Unilateral action on the part of the
United States might produce surprising
and constructive results. What people
fail to realize is that the Soviet Union,
ever since World War II, has not only
been acting, but reacting, within its mili-
tary establishment. Much of the Soviet
force was created at a time when the
United States had clear nuclear superior-
ity. Most informed observers, here and in
Western Europe, agree that the Soviet
Union is considerably more conservative
and suspicious than the United States
because of its historical experiences and
the character of its society.

Yet no one seems willing to make al-
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lowances for the inertia of this military
conservatism in the U.S.S.R. We forget
that the speeches by our NATO com-
manders, as well as our political leaders,
regarding need for NATO strength and
readiness are read in quite a different
light by the Soviet leadership than we
intend. It seems a simple proposition,
that they trust us no more than we trust
them, but we do not seem to be able to
absorb this view and act upon it.

But even more significant is the Eu-
ropean reaction to any removal of U.S.
troops from the continent. It is an ac-
cepted axiom that the Europeans would
follow suit and reduce their conventional
forces as well.

‘What is the threat, then, that requires
so many U.S. forces on the Continent?
If there is a truly perceived threat of a
conventional war from the East, would
not our European allies who are closer
to the “threat” then respond by an ac-
celerated commitment of resources? But
no, they would relax as well, accept the
detente and devote more resources to
nonmilitary ventures. Then why should
we, 3,000 miles away, assume such arro-
gance as to perceive a greater threat to
Europe than do the Europeans?

I think the question presumes a ra-
tional answer but there is none, It does
highlight, however, the dominance of
the military posture in Europe by the
United States. Since the formation of
NATO, there has never been a Supreme
Allied Commander who was not an
American. U.S. perceptions of the threat
are tolerated by the Europeans and why
not—the United States is footing the
greatest share of the cost. Since it is
really our nuclear response that the
Europeans wish committed, their toler-
ance for our eccenfricities—including
the World War II conventional war con-
tingency—is very high.

It baflles me why a properly structured
U.S. military force of one or at the most
two lean, mobile divisions, in position to
move rapidly along the German fron-
tier—and they are in the wrong area
now—would not be even greater insur-
ance against any form of pressure from
the East.

It would be more realistic to the type
of improbable attack that might conceiv-
ably come from the East. It would per-
mit American forces to be engaged from
the beginning, thus allaying any fears on
the part of the Europeans that the United
States would not be involved in the event
of a quick thrust into Western Europe.

THE FINANCIAL BURDEN

Mr. President, I have not dwelled upon
the question of budgetary drain and bal-
ance-of-payments costs of our troops
stationed overseas. I have deliberately
left this point to one side in considering
these questions because I believe the
United States will bear the necessary
costs to fulfill its international obliga-
tions. Our history will show that. But I
believe it is clear that the United States
can fulfill its international obligations
abroad with a significant reduction of
U.S. forces on foreign soil.

I believe a focus on this issue can be
gained at last because of the competition
for resources at home. But these re-
sources will be saved, not by trimming
our sails on our international obligations
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but by trimming the waste from years of
inattention to a rational international
policy.

The Senate is well aware that the
overall costs of our commitment to
NATO amounts to something in the
neighborhood of $17 billion, including
everything except strategic forces; that
the direct annual operating costs for the
approximately 300,000 U.S. forces actu-
ally located in Europe amounts to ap-
proximately $4 billion, and with equip-
ment, over $7 billion; that the net bal-
ance of payments drain because of the
U.S. forces in Europe is approximately
$1.5 billion annually; and that these fig-
ures are growing daily because of the
U.S. disadvantage because of inflation,
successive devaluations of the dollar and
other weakenings.

A return to rationality on the part of
the United States and its forces abroad
would yield a very significant savings in
resources to the United States. I have
deliberately not addressed myself to the
issue of whether the troops that should
be removed from foreign soil should be
demobilized. It is my opinion that a
very sound international policy for the
United States could be implemented with
a reduction of 50 percent of the approx-
imately 500,000 troops stationed on for-
eign soil.

The return of approximately 250,000
military personnel would reflect the

judgment that they were not needed to
fulfill existing international and domes-
tic obligations and therefore appropriate
for demobilization. But I do not think
that the question of demobilization has
to be directly addressed at this time

since I believe the pressures of obtain-
ing a military armed force without the
draft will to a great extent resolve the
issue of demobilization.

CONCLUSION

Mr. President, the time has come to
set aside the rhetoric of the cold war
used to justify a status quo of military
involvement around the world.

The time has come to recognize action
under a cloak of multinational negotia-
tions that could take a decade or longer
to recommend less than what is justified
today.

It is time now to respond to the spirit
of détente, to the success of the Marshall
plan and the current economic vitality
of Europe, to respond to the realities of
the 19%70's, to respond more fully to the
needs of our own people at home.

I urge the adoption of the amend-
ment.

Mr, President, in referring to the
Nunn-Jackson amendment agreed to on
yvesterday, for which I voted, I wish to
disabuse anyone who feels that it was
meant to undermine the amendment now
pending. As a matter of fact, they are
complementary each to the other.

Mr. President, the Nunn-Jackson
amendment adopted overwhelmingly by
the Senate yesterday called for reduction
of U.8. forces to NATO—that that was
with respect to NATO, whereas this is
worldwide—in any amount necessary to
offset any future amount of balance-of-
payments drainage not assumed by our
NATO allies.

1 believe that overwhelming judgment
of the Senate is necessarily predicated
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upon their evaluation of what the real
threat of conventional war in Europe is.
It has been my premise that the threat
of a conventional war in Europe is very
slim and in assessing national priorities
there are many other threats both do-
mestic and international that are more
real and more necessary for our limited
resources, and may I say our limited
manpower.

It has been my premise that the United
States should not trim its sails on its
international obligations, that it should
bear any price tag to fulfill not only its
international obligations but to defend
itself against any real threats.

The Senate’s action yesterday on the
Nunn-Jackson amendment implies an
agreement with my assessment of the
threat in Europe since the U.S. troops
stationed in Europe would be reduced,
not in evaluation of the threat from the
East, but in line with some arithmetic
balance sheet deduction which would
have no bearing at all upon an assess-
ment of a real threat.

Mr. President, I urge the adoption of
my amendment.

Ex=rBIT 1
EvenTs FroM 1963 10 1973 WHICH SIGNIFI-

CANTLY CONTRIEUTED TO THE LESSENING OF

TENSIONS BETWEEN EAST AND WEST

1. Renewal of Franco-Soviet trade agree-
ment, February 1973.

2, U.8.-U.S.5.R. agreement to establish an
emergency communications link (hot line).
June 1963.

3. Tripartite treaty banning nuclear weap-
ons tests in the atmosphere, In outer space,
and under water. October 1963.

4. Approval by President Kennedy of U.S.
wheat sales to the U.,S.S.R. October 1963.

5. US.-US.S.R. agreement of exchanges in
the sclentific, technical, educational, cul-
tural, and other fields. February 1964. (Re-
newal)

6. U.S. restores MFN treatment to Yugo-
slavia and Poland. March 1964,

7. Renewal of US.-USSR. trade agree-
ment. April 1964,

8, UB.-Romanian trade discussions. May
1064.

8, U.5.-U.S.5.R. consular agreement. Signed
June 1964, Ratified March 1967.

10. French-Soviet trade agreement. Sep-
tember 1964.

11. U.S.-US.S.R. agreement on cooperation
in desalination of sea water. November 1064.

12. Warsaw Pact Political Consultative
Committee approval of the Rapacki sugges-
tion for a conference on European security.
January 1965.

13. Franco-Soviet color television agree-
ment, March 1965,

14, Italo-Soviet agreement on joint coop-
eration in peaceful uses of atomic energy.
October 1965.

15, U.8.-U.8.8.R. consular convention. De-
cember 1965.

16. Italo-Sovlet cultural agreement. Feb-
ruary 1966. -

17. Italo-Soviet economic, sclentific, and
technical cooperation agreement. April 1966.

18. Yugoslavia becomes full contracting
party to GATT. April 1966,

19. De Gaaulle’s visit to the U.8.8.R. June
1966.

20. Franco-Soviet scientific, technical, and
economic agreement. June 1966,

21. Franco-Soviet space research agree-
ment. June 1966.

22. Flat-Soviet agr t for construction
of a Fiat factory in Russia. August 1966.

23. Renault and Peugeot agreements with
the US.S.R. regarding cooperation with So-
viet motor industry. October 1966.

24, Kosygin's visit to France, December
1966,
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25. Franco-Soviet consular agreement, De-
cember 1966.

26, Establishment of joint Franco-Soviet
permanent commission. December 1966,

27, Establishment of Joint Franco-Soviet
chamber of commerce. December 1066.

28. North Atlantic Ministerial Council dec-
laration emphasizing a willingness to explore
ways of developing cooperation with the
U.S8R. and the states of Eastern Europe.
December 1966,

29. Franco-Soviet atomic energy coopera-
tion agreement. January 1967.

30. Franco-Soviet trade agreement. Janu-
ary 1967.

21. Kosygin visit to the United EKingdom.
February 1967.

32. Fanfani visit to Moscow. May 1967.

33. Italo-Soviet agreement on cooperation
in tourism, May 1967.

34, Italo-Soviet consular convention, May
1967.

35. Poland becomes full contracting mem-
ber of GATT. June 1967.

36. UK.-U.8.8.R. establish London-Moscow
teleprinter line. August 1967.

37. Harmel Report of North Atlantic Coun-
cll proposes discussion of mutual and bal-
anced force reductions in Central Europe.
December 1967,

38. Announcement of plans for joint
Franco-Soviet space research. January 1068.

39. Prime Minister Wilson's visit to the
U.8.8.R. January 1968.

40. U.K.-U.5.5.R. scientific and technologi-
cal agreement. January 1968.

41, NATO declaration calling for discus-
sions of mutual and balanced force reduc-
tions, June 1968.

42. Slgnature of the non-proliferation
treaty on nuclear weapons, July 1968.

43. Natural gas delivery contract consum-
mated between the State of Bavaria and the
U.8.8.R, SBeptember 1968,

44, UK-USS5R. civil air agreement. De-
cember 1969.

45. Franco-Soviet civil air agreement. De-
cember 1969. :

48. Italo-Soviet long-term agreement on
the supply of Soviet natural gas to Italy.
December 1969.

47, Soviet-West German agreements on
supply of SBoviet natural gas to West Ger-
many. February 1970.

48. Opening in Vienna of U.B.-USSR.
negotiations on strategic arms Ilimitation
(SALT). April 1970.

48, NATO declaration on mutual and bal-
anced force reductions. May 1970.

50. Signing of non-aggression treaty be-
tween the Federal Republic of Germany and
the Soviet Union. August 1970.

51. President Pompidou's vislt to the
U.5.8.R. October 1970.

52. Bigning of Franco-Soviet protocol on
Franco-Soviet political cooperation. October
1970.

53. Signing of treaty of normalization of
relations between the Federal Republic of
Germany and Poland. December 1870.

54, Creation of & new basls for SBALT nego-
tiations. May 1971.

55. Ouster of hard-line East German Com-
munist leader Walter Ulbricht. May 1971,

56. Resumption of SALT negotiations. July
1971.

57. Boviet-West German agreement to open
consulates in Hamburg and Leningrad. July
1971,

58. Signature of first part of quadripartite
agreement on Berlin. September 1971,

59. Chancellor Brandt's visit to the US.5.R.
September 1971.

60. U.8.-US.8.R. agreement on exchanging
information on certain missile testing ac-
tivities. September 1971.

61. US.-U.S.8.R. agreement on improving
the "hot line” between Washington and Mos~
cow. September 197T1.

62. Secretary Brezhnev's visit to France,
October 1971.

63. Franco-Soviet agreement on economic
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technical and industrial cooperation. Octo-
ber 1971.

64. Romania becomes a full contracting
party to GATT, November 1971,

65. Soviet-West German civil air agree-
ment. November 1971,

66. Ratification by the West German par-
lament of the West German treaties with
the Soviet Union and Poland. May 1972.

B87. President Nixon's visit to Moscow. May
1972,

68. U.8.-U.8.8.R. agreement on cooperation
in the exploration of outer space. May 1972.

69. U.S.-U.S8.SR. agreement on cooperation
in solving problems of the environment. May

70. U.S-U.8.5.R. agreement on joint efforts
in the field of medical science and public
health. May 1972.

71. US-USSR. agreement on expanded
cooperation in science and technology and
the establishment of a joint commission for
this purpose, May 1972.

72. U.8-U.8.8.R. agreement on cooperation
between the American and Soviet navies to
reduce the chances of dangerous incidents.
May 1972,

73. Signing of the SALT Tre .ty. May 1972.

T4. Bigning of the final quadripartite
agreement on Berlin. June 1972,

75. U.S~U.S8.5R. three-year agreement on
the export of U.S. agricultural commodities
(especially wheat and feed grains). July 1972,

76. Settlement of U.S.S.R. lend-lease obli-
gations, October 1972,

77. U.S-U.8.SR. maritime agreement. Oc-
tober 1972.

78. Signing of US-USS.R. commercial
treaty. October 1972.

79. Quadripartite declaration supporting
East and West German membership in the
United Nations. November 1972,

B80. Signing of the basic treaty on relations
between the Federal Republic of Germany
and the German Democratic Republic. De-
cember 1972.

Bl. Opening of preparatory talks in Vienna
for negotiations on mutual and balanced
force reductions, January 1973.

82. Soviet-West German 10-year agreement
on the development of economie, industrial,
and technical cooperation, and cultural rnd
educational exchanges. May 1973.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I now yield to the
distinguished Senator from California
(Mr. CRANSTON) .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All the
time available to the Senator from Mon-
tana has expired.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I would be
delighted to yield some of my time to the
Senator from Montana. However, I do
want to afford people who want to speak
on our side an opportunity to talk. There-
fore, if the Senator from Montana would
not mind deferring at this time, I can
give an opportunity to some of these
people to speak.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Twenty-
four minutes remain to the Senator.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I will
yield to the Senator from Alabama in a
moment.

The Senator from Montana said that
35 years ago he advocated mutual and
balanced reduction of forces. He is now
tired of waiting. They are just now work-
ing on the matter. It reminds me of a
fellow who spent all night in a poker
game attempting to draw to an inside
straight. And when it finally came, he
had thrown in his hand.

‘We have finally gotten to negotiations
on a mutual and balanced force reduc-
tion. Why should we scuttle those talks,
now that we have arrived at that point?
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We will certainly scuttle them if we uni-
laterally reduce our forces while they
continue to improve their forces in vari-
ous areas of the world, both quantitative-
ly and qualitatively. This would be fool-
hardy.

The fact of the matter is that it is in
the best interests of the United States to
be there. The fact of the matter is that it
is in the bhest interests of the United
States that Western Europe not be de-
moralized and that we not make any
accommodations with the Soviet Union
that are likely in the long run to impact
against the best economic interests of
the United States.

Mr. President, I yield to the Sena-
tor from Alabama.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I real-
ize that the Senator is pressed for time.
However, would he yield to me for an
observation or question?

Mr, TOWER. Mr. President, I yield 1
minute to the Senator from Rhode Is-
land.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island is recognized for
1 minute.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, the
Senator not too long ago said that we
are in Europe for our own protection.
In a large sense, that statement is cor-
rect. However, we have to realize that
Europe needs to protect itself, too. And
the argument that the Senator from
Rhode Island has made time and time
again is that of all of the nations in
NATO—and we have about 14 nations
in NATO—not a single one except the
United States of America has lived up
to its commitments.

It stands to reason that if the other 13
nations were to live up to their commit-
ment, we could comfortably withdraw a
certain amoun? of our own troops and at
the same time have the same number of
allied troops in Europe.

However, the fact still remains that
every time we tell them about it and
every time our representatives talk to
them, they say that they are doing better.
I will tell the Senate how well they have
done. They have done so well that our
dollar had to be devalued twice up to
20 percent. And even the Germans who
are really under the gun have not lived
up to their commitment. Is that fair to
the American taxpayer?

Mr. TOWER. Mr. Presidert, I would
like to note that the European allies pro-
vide 90 percent of NATO’s ground forces,
75 percent of her air forces, and 80 per-
cent of her naval forces, and there are
10 Western Europeans under srms for
every American serviceman in Europe.

I would like to say further thaft cer-
teinly what we spend on our troop com-
mitments overseas is a drop in the bucket
in terms of impact on the value of the
dollar. I will tell you what impacts on
the dollar, and that is the fact that we
have to buy billions of dollars worth of
oil and energy from the Middle East.
That is why we have a big dollar uver-
hang in Europe; and one way to solve
that is to provide some incentives for do-
mestic exploration for oil and gas in this
country.

Now, Mr. President, I yield 7 minutes
to the Senator from Alabama.
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Mr. ALLEN. I thank the Senator from
Texas.

Mr. President, I commend the distin-
guished majority leader for his steadfast-
ness and perseverance in seeking to ob-
tain a reduction of American forces
based overseas, and I agree with him ab-
solutely on the goal which he seeks. What
I disagree with him on is his mech-
anism. I do not feel that it lies within the
province of Congress to control the place-
ment throughout the world of American
troops.

I do believe, however, that the effort
of the distinguished majority leader will
be effective in hastening the day when
the goal which he seeks will be accom-
plished. I believe that an agreement on
mutual reduction of forces will come
about much sooner as a result of the ef-
forts of the distinguished majority lead-
er, and for that I commend him.

NO UNILATERAL WITHDRAWAL OF AMERICAN

TROOPS

Mr. President, one of the greatest
dangers to the security of the United
States, and the free world for that
matter, is the belief or hope that the
United States can safely scuttle our de-
fense alliances because there is no
longer a potential enemy against whom
we and our allies must defend ourselves.
No enemy—therefore no reason for de-
fensive alliances—so goes this simplistic
and dangerous line of reasoning.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order.

Mr. ALLEN. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, it seems to me that we
have been swept up and carried off in a
wave of emotional and unrealistic ex-
pectations associated with achieving su-
perficial accommodations with the
Soviet Union. We seem to have over-
looked the hard reality that the Com-
munist Party of the Soviet Union has
never even for a moment deviated from
its goal of world domination. In my
judgment we will be guilty of most
flagrant wishful thinking if we are per-
suaded to believe to the contrary.

Mr. President, I can understand why
the Soviet Union promotes the idea that
Western European countries need not
fear any aggressive intentions on the
part of the Soviet Union and can, there-
fore, divert defense expenditures to
other purposes. I ean also understand
why the Soviet Union promotes the same
idea in the United States. I cannot un-
derstand how the leadership of European
nations and the leadership of this Na-
tion could become mesmerized by such
an obvious psychological offensive. Yet,
here we are exulting in imagined glories
of détente with the Soviet Union and
find ourselves bending over backward to
provide the Soviet Union with advanced
technology, to rescue it from the effects
of a severe feed and cereal grains short-
age, to extend credits, and to bestow
most-favored-nations trade status, and
otherwise to contribute to the economie,
industrial, and military potential of the
Soviet Union. We are now being urged
to reduce unilaterally our troop and sup-
port commitments to our NATO allies—
this, at a time when we stand on the
threshold of negotiations for mutual bal-
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anced force reductions in Western Eu-
rope.

Mr, President, this reversal of policy
did not occur overnight. We are witness-
ing a logical extension of foreign pol-
icies which preceded current manifesta-
tions of wishful thinking. Let us try to
put current developments in perspective.
We will recall that over the past few
years we have been in full retreat from
a position of nuclear monopoly, to nu-
clear superiority, to nuclear parity, to
nuclear sufficiency, to a position of ques-
tionable nuclear deterrent capability. In
the process we have abandoned the pol-
icy of containment of Communist ag-
gressions—we have shied away from the
responsibility for defending vital world
trade routes so very necessary if we are
to secure to our Nation adequate stra-
tegic resources. Now, as if to top off our
flight into the world of fantasy, we are
called upon to undermine, if not sabo-
tage our NATO Alliance by demands for
unilateral withdrawal of our troops in
central Europe, and from camps, posts,
bases, stations, and ports throughout the
world, in derogation of mutual and
solemn obligations.

Is it any wonder that our NATO allies
may be asking if we are kidding? What
possible reliance can be placed upon an
ally which lacks a military capability for
participating in a mutual defense and
one which has also proven that its treaty
commitments are worth no more than
the paper on which they are written?
Commonsense dictates that nations of
the NATO Alliance cannot take seriously
their obligation to come to the defense
of the United States in the event of an
attack, if we are incapable of coming to
their defense or if we prove to be a poor
risk in fulfilling our obligations.

Mr. President, all of us share in the
hope and expectation that the United
States may reduce its troop and logistic
levels of support in camps, posts, ports,
and stations throughout the world. But
we must not stick our heads in the sand.
Such reductions cannot safely be accom-
plished in Europe on a unilateral basis.

Our majority leader had a lot of good
things to say in his speech about the
benefits to be derived from unilateral
withdrawal. I cannot see it that way. I do
not think good will come from it.

Too, we all look forward to the time
when the now economically prosperous
European nations may assume a more
equitable share of the cost of maintain-
ing NATO forces in Europe. This end can
be achieved by negotiations—it must not
be achieved by repudiation of our treaty
obligations. In this connection, it is well
to remember that NATO forces, other
than the United States, as the Senator
from Texas stated, constitute about 90
percent of NATO’s ground forces, 80 per-
cent of its sea power, and 75 percent of
its air power. Now let us relate this pro-
portionate composition of NATO forces
to the fact that we no longer offer a nu-
clear umbrella as a deterrent to Com-
munist aggressions.

The best we can claim is a nuclear
standoff, if that. A nuclear standoff com-
pels all nations to rely on conventional
weapons and capabilities for defense, If
the United States does not carry its share
of responsibility for maintaining con-
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ventional forces—why should the other
nations of the alliance feel compelled to
defend the United States in the event of
an attack against us?

Mr. President, I will leave to others the
task of outlining all of the military and
economic implications of a unilateral
withdrawal of our troops from Europe.

We as a nation and as a member of
NATO have a right to demand that any
reductions in force in central Europe
be reciprocated and the amendment of-
fered by the distinguished Senator from
Montana does not make that insistence.
The Soviet Union would be far more
amenable to our proposals for mutual
and balanced force reductions if we did
not appear to be so willing to undermine
the NATO Alliance before the Soviet
Union has conceded anything,

Mr. President, we have much to gain
and little to lose in fulfilling our obli-
gations to our allies, and I hope the Sen-
ate will reject the amendment offered
by the distinguished majority leader.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, how much
time do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 10 minutes remaining.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes of my remaining time to the
Senator from Montana to dispose of as
he sees fit.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes, indeed.

Mr. BIDEN. The Senator from Mon-
tana has been suggesting for some time
now that we take the action that is being
proposed here this morning, and there
has been a great deal of debate surround-
ing that issue. I have heard here this
morning, as I have heard on past occa-
sions, that the rationale for the cutback
in the number of troops stationed in Eu-
rope should be based in some way on the
détente that has been referred to here.
The distinguished Senator from Alabama
a few moments ago said that we should
not be mesmerized by this new détente—
in other words, leading us down the
primrose lane—that we might get our-
selves into trouble.

I am going to support the Senator from
Montana, but not because I have any real
faith in this new détente. I have yet to
hear a compelling argument—and this is
the question, if there is one I would like
to hear it—I have yet to hear a compel-
ling argument that would point out that
our fighting ability, our ability to defend
Western Europe, our ability to defend our
own self-interest, that our ready force
would in any way be affected by the pro-
posal of the Senator from Montana.

I have heard a great deal about the
fact that this will demoralize our allies
and that people around the world will be-
gin to question our commitment, but I
have yet to hear put in concrete terms
the argument that we are going to be
really jeopardizing our military position
either in the world or in Western Europe
or the military position or safety of any
of our allies that we keep referring to.

Is there any such argument?

Mr. MANSFIELD. No; I would say that
General Eisenhower figured that one di-
vision would be enough to be assigned to
NATO, but the NATO treaty does not call
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for the allocation of any U.S. troops to
Europe.

Now we have got 325,000 U.S. military
personnel there. We have about 220,000
dependents there now. In case of a show-
down, what are the military folks going
to do, face a potential enemy or look out
for their dependents?

What we have is a Tth Army over there
which is having trouble with drug addic-
tion and which has, in some areas, low
morale. I think it is coming up lately. I
would think that it could be streamlined
and that a good deal in the way of sup-
port troops could be brought home. I
think also that it is a little bit ironic we
take care of 300,000-odd military per-
sonnel in Western Europe and we have
at the present time 134 generals and ad-
mirals. The cost is high. The imbalance
of payments is against us. Our GI's have
to suffer on the basis of a devalued dol-
lar and a reevaluated Deutschmark, so
far as Germany is concerned. It is quite
difficult to keep up their morale on that
basis. I also think that the dependents
pose a problem—an understandable one,

In my opinion, a forced reduction of
about one-half could produce a lean and
more compact force than we have there
at the present time.

Mr. BIDEN. I would be willing to in-
crease our troop commitment if, in fact,
the argument could be made substantial-
ly that that was needed for the defense
of our allies in Western Europe. If that
argument were made, I would vote to in-
crease it but I have not heard the argu-
ment. The argument the Senator from
Montana has made makes a great deal
of sense to me and would better en-
hance our position and our ability to de-
fend our allies in their present posture.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, be-
fore I yield to the Senator from South
Dakota, I yield to the Senator from
Rhode Island (Mr. PASTORE) .

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, we do
not have to increase our commit-
ment——

Mr. BIDEN. I am not suggesting that
we should.

Mr. PASTORE (continuing). We have
brought it up to 100 percent. We have
more than 7,200 atomic weapons in Eu-
rope. Some of them are obsolete. Most
of them we do not have permission to
use in case of an emergency, unless we
get permission from them. They tell us
that psychologically those weapons are
helping but the fact is, for all of that
psychology, the American taxpayer is
sweating it out.

All we are saying here is that if this
peril is so great in Europe, why do not
the Europeans themselves live up to their
commitments? They do not do it. We do
it, though. Every time we take out one
soldier, they yell, “The Communists are
coming, the Communists are coming,”
at the same time their money becomes
very valuable and our dollar is reduced
in value.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CHiLes). The time of the Senator from
Montana has expired.

Mr. PASTORE. I got it all in in time.
[Laughter.]

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield
1 minute to the Senator from South
Dakota.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Dakota is recognized
for 1 minute.

Mr. ABOUREZK. Mr, President, I
wanted to ask the distinguished major-
ity leader if it is not true that the argu-
ment previously given for maintaining
our troops in Western Europe was that
psychologically Europeans were afraid
to allow us to pull our troops back, that
they would make some kind of an ar-
rangement with the Soviets if we did
pull them back.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, that
was one of the arguments; but so many
arguments are made as to “the wrong
time:” There is an election coming this
September; or there is a conference in
October., Every time the question is
brought up, the roof caves in. But as soon
as the question is done away with, it is
all forgotten.

Mr. ABOUREZE. Since it has been
used as a primary argument, I would like
to ask the Senator from Montana if it is
not correct to say that a new detente
brought about by the administration does
away with that argument. Their own ac-
tions have done away with that argument
and, therefore, it no longer exists as a
reason to keep our troops in Europe.

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator is cor-
rect. Absolutely.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from South Dakota has
expired.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, the fact
is that this administration has brought
about a new détente. I grant that fact is
recognized here on the floor. But the ad-
ministration has brought about that dé-
tente 2nd I do not believe we should
unilaterally withdraw troops from Eu-
rope. There is a tendency to place this
too much in a military context and the
capacity of Western Europe to defend
itself with or without American troops.

I would conceive that ultimately if suf-
ficient mobilization and funding could
take place, European units could replace
American units and perhaps they could
be brought up to the combat effectiveness
of the American units.

But, there is a political question and
a psychological question involved here.
What we are trying to do in the Senate
is to formulate foreign policy. Military
forces are a tool of diplomacy and we
must recognize that fact. If we strip
away from the President of the United
States the ability to use that tool with
some degree of flexibility, we are then
undermining the foreign policy of the
United States.

Now there are other things we can do
in Congress, and there are many initia-
tives we should recapture from the exec-
utive branch of Government. We have
been steadily delegating away our au-
thority every since Franklin D. Roose-
velt’s time, particularly in the domestic
field. But now we seem to be taking the
initiative in the wrong area, in an area
where traditionally it has been regarded
as the presidential prerogative, and that
area is in the field of the formulation
and implementation of foreign policy.
That is what we are talking about here.

Mark my words, if we unilaterally
withdraw our Forces from Western
Europe, it will be taken as a signal, and
the Ostpolitik will break out everywhere.
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I do not like to criticize the head of
any friendly government, but Willy
Brandt, in implementing the Ostpolitik,
did so in an atmosphere of declining
confidence in the United States.

He made a deal with the Soviets in
which he got the worst of the deal. We
can see that repeated over and over
again. We can see nations weaker than
Germany making independent accom-
modations with the Soviets.

Norway could—or the Norweigan sea
could become a Soviet lake. Indeed it
may already be one. The fact is that
there is no substitute for the American
presence.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has now expired.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that on page 1, line
2, the number “50" be changed to “40"
so that it would read 40 per centum.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, have the
yeas and nays been ordered on the
amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. They
have not been ordered.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator can modify it then.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
has been a time agreement on it and it
would require unanimous consent.

Is there objection to the request of the
Senator from Montana? The Chair
hears none, and the modification is so
made.

U.S. GLOBAL INTERESTS

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, we cannot
lose sight of the fact that the United
States is a world power with vital and
far-flung interests throughout the globe.
There are strong challenges to many of
these interests, for they often conflict
with the national interests of other coun-
tries. If we are to maintain our own in-
terests we must have a visible and
credible means available for doing so.
Our overseas military forces, far from
being overextended, are at their lowest
level since before 1960, while our interests
have expanded during those years, as our
economy has been extended into new
areas. It is necessary to ask ourselves
quite seriously whether we really would
be wise to reduce this strength even fur-
ther at this time.

As a leading world power, the United
States has a vital national interest in the
maintenance of peace and stability
throughout the world. In Europe, our in-
terests lie with a free and autonomois
Western Europe oriented toward the
West, with a healthy, integrated Euro-
pean Community and a stable perceived
balance of military strength between
East and West. In the Middle East, our
interests are to see peace maintained and
Soviet influence contained in an area
daily more crucial to our way of life by
virtue of its vital oil supplies and its geo-
graphical proximity to the Mediter-
ranean Sea. In Asia, our interests are to
maintain the freedom and autonomy of
Japan and our other Asian allies, to mini-
mize to the degree possible Soviet in-
fluence in that area of the world, and
to explore with due caution the de-
gree of true relaxation of tensions that
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has occurred in our relations with the
People’s Republic of China.

The United States now has a total of
471,000 military personnel stationed
ashore in foreign countries, excluding the
United States, its territories, and posses-
sions. I believe that a total of less than
half a million troops is a singularly
“lean” figure with which both to insure
the protection of our extensive national
interests and to maintain the peace and
stability toward which we have labored
so long and hard since World War IL

SPIRIT OF DETENTE

We are hopefully on the brink of a
new chapter in world history. The events
of the past 414 years have increased the
complexity of relationships among na-
tions but they have also provided new
opportunities to work out lasting solu-
tions to mutual problems.

As we move into a period of lessened
tensions and increased negotiations, it
is vitally important that other nations
as well as the American people under-
stand our policies and goals fully and
accurately. Relations among nations
tend to become more complex and the
issues more complicated in a period of
détente. But these complexities are com-
patible with peaceful competition be-
tween social systems.

It would be unwise to fail to recognize
the importance of the new spirit of
détente, but certainly we cannot ignore
the limitations of that spirit. Now, more
than at any time in the past, we need to
assure that our national strength is
maintained.

THE IMPACT ON MBFR OF TROOP REDUCTIONS AT
THIS TIME

Mutual and balanced force reductions
in Central Europe is one of, if not, the
most significant political-military devel-
opments on the European scene today.
Preparatory talks were heid earlier this
year in Vienna among 19 states—I12
NATO countries and 7 from the Warsaw
pact—and vhese countries have agreed
to begin actual negotiations in Vienna
on October 30.

MBFR is a major initiative of the
North Atlantic Alliance. The Alliance’s
objective in these negotiations is to
achieve a more stable military balance
at lower levels of forces with undimin-
ished security. This objective can be
assured only through mutual reductions
on both sides in Europe.

There have been some suggestions that
United States unilateral reductions would
serve as an example for the U.S.8.R. to
follow, This is based on wishful thinking,
and there is no evidence to support such
a contention that the Soviets would ac-
tually follow such an example. Indeed,
a unilateral United States cut would re-
duce the incentive for the Soviets to re-
duce their forces since they would al-
ready have obtained one of their key
objectives—reduction of U.S. Forees.
Such action would invite the Soviets to
await further unilateral unravelling of
the NATO security structure.

A unilateral United Staites reduction,
unaccompanied by a Soviet reduction,
would not meet our objective of a more
stable military balance at lower levels
of forces with undiminished security.
The level of forces would be reduced only
on the NATO side and unilateral United
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States reductions of any size would not
leave NATO's security undiminished nor
add stability to the balance.

With negotiations on MBFR set to
begin October 30, this is not the time to
make unilateral reductions. Such a uni-
lateral action would destroy the chances
for success in these negotiations and
for obtaining the alliance’s security ob-
jectives. The allies have expended con-
siderable effort and made significant
gains in bringing the Soviets to consider
force reductions as an integral part of
the effort to bring about greater military
and political stability in Europe.

Finally, the President has pledged
that given the existing strategic balance
and a similar effort by our allies, the
United States will maintain and improve
its forces in Europe and not reduce them
except through reciprocal reductions ne-
gotiated with the Warsaw Pact. A uni-
lateral U.S. reduction would run counter
to this pledge and would severely dimin-
ish our allies’ confidence and trust in the
United States. It would be a major set-
back for the alliance and would greatly
weaken allied solidarity. The adverse im-
pact of such unilateral U.S. action could
be expected to carry over to a variety of
our relationships with our European
allies, as well as with countries of the
East.

While I am opposed to the Mansfield
amendment, I recognize that further re-
ductions at the appropriate time may be
desirable; therefore I supported the
Jackson-Percy amendment which would
reduce U.S. forces in individual coun-
tries by the amount that country is not
offsetting its full share of costs in main-
taining U.S. troops.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the
Senate is voting this morning on an
amendment, offered by the distinguished
majority leader, to require a progres-
sive reduction of U.S. military forces
based overseas. After careful considera-
tion, I will vote against this amendment.

I believe that the changing nature of
international politics now makes it pos-
sible for the United States to reduce its
farflung military deployments abroad.
Within the next few years, I expect that
sizeable reductions will be made, and
that, carried out in an orderly fashion,
these reductions can help promote dé-
tente and the building of new structures
of peace.

My principal concern, today, is with
the future of NATO, and the manner of
reducing forces on the Continent of Eu-
rope. The amendment offered this morn-
ing does not require a significant reduc-
tion in our NATO forces. Under its terms,
it would be possible to make most, if not
all, of the cuts elsewhere, Yet I believe
that, as a practical matter, this amend-
ment would inevitably affect the forces
we have assigned to NATO. At the very
least, it would raise grave doubts in the
minds of our European Allies concerning
the intentions of the United States.

In past years, I have voted for the
Mansfield amendments and resolutions
on NATO—ones requiring even deeper
cuts than the amendment proposed to-
day. And I continue to support the basic
position put forward by Senator Maws-
FIELp—that it is time to move beyond
the postwar era of confrontation, and to
find ways of reducing the role of military
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forces in Europe. For this reason, Senator
MatHis and I are offering an amend-
ment to the military authorization bill
that will help prepare the alliance for
change.

On October 30, however, important
negotiations on this issue are due to be-
gin in Vienna—negotiations designed to
bring about the mutual and balanced re-
duction of forces in both East and West.
This is a hopeful effort long supported by
the Senate majority leader and many of
his colleagues. It deserves our support.

I am mindful that the administration
has consistently ignored concerns ex-
pressed in this Chamber about the need
to work for lower levels of deployed forces
in Europe- For years, it has been dila-
tory and obstructive. And I am mindful
that there is no guarantee of success for
these MBFR talks. They may, indeed,
serve to delay rather than to promote a
change in the structure of military con-
frontation in Europe. Yet I strongly be-
lieve that we in the Congress must give
these talks a chance to succeed, by not
legislating a reduction in U.S. Forces de-
ployed abroad, affecting the NATO Al-
liance, immediately before these talks
begin.

If the tal:s do bring about a reduction
pf forces in Europe, we will welcome it:
if instead they serve merely to delay the
process of change—and to thwart the
clear will of the American people—tken
we must take appropriate action here in
the Congress. Unless the Administration
takes forthright steps to secure early
agreement on troop cuts in the MBFR
talks, I will strongly support legislation
along the lines of he amendment we are
now considering.

Let us give the adminisiration this
final chance to prove its good intentions:
and let us hold it strictly accountable to
tlile Congress and to the American peo-
ple.

Mr. President, for these reasons, I will
vote against this amendment at this
time.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on this amendment has now expired.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Mon-
tana (Mr. MANSFIELD) .

On this question the yeas and nays
have been ordered and the clerk will call
the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Texas (Mr. BENT-
SeN) and the Senator from Mississippi
(Mr. STENNIS) are necessarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator from
Iowa (Mr. CLAarK) is absent because of
a death in the family.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Iowa (Mr.
CrLARK) would vote “yea.”

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Ohio (Mr. TarT) is absent
on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Kansas (Mr. Pearson) is absent because
of iliness.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
TarT) would vote “nay.”
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The result was announced—yeas 49,
nays 46, as follows:

[No. 419 Leg.]
YEAS—49

Hathaway
Hollings
Huddleston
Hughes
Biden Inouye
Burdick Johnston
Byrd, Robert C, Long
Chiles Magnuson
Mansfield
McClellan
McGovern
McIntyre
Metcalf
Mondale
Montoya
Moss
Muskie

NAYS—46
Dole
Domeniel
Dominick
Eastland
Ervin
Fannin
Fong
Goldwater
Griffin
Gurney
Hansen
Helms
Hruska
Humphrey
Jackson
Javits

NOT VOTING—b5

Pearson Talt
Btennis

Abourezk
Aiken
Bayh
Bible

Nelson
Packwood
Pastore
Pell
Proxmire
Randolph
Ribicofl
Schweiker
Scott,
William L.

Church
Cranston
Eagleton
Fulbright
Gravel
Hart
Hartke
Haskell
Hatfield

Symington
Talmadge
‘Tunney
Weicker
Williams
Young

Allen
Baker
Bartlett
Beall
Bellmon
Bennett
Brock
Brooke
Buckley
Byrd,
Harry F., Jr.
Cannon
Case
Cook
Cotton
Curtis

Eennedy
Mathias
McClure
McGee
Nunn
Percy
Roth
Saxbe
Scott, Hugh
Sparkman
Stafford
Stevens
Stevenson
Thurmond
Tower

Bentsen
Clark

So Mr. MaNsSFIELD's amendment (No.
538) was adopted.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I

move to reconsider the vote by which
the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I move to 1oy
that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will now resume consideration of
amendment No. 517 by the Senator from

New Hampshire (Mr. McINTYRE), on
which there is to be 4 hours debate to-
day.

May we have order in the Senate?

Several Senators addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that my amendment
as modified may now be voted upon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr.
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
tor will state it.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Is it possible to now
amend the Cranston amendment as
amended?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It would
not be possible to now amend the Cran-
ston amendment as amended.

Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr. President, when
all time is used on the Cranston amend-
ment as modified, is it possible to offer
an amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If would
no longer be possible to amend the Cran-
ston amendment as modified except by
unanimous consent, since the substitute
therefor has been agreed to.

Is there objection to the request by
the Senator from California that the
Senate now vote on the Cranston amend-
ment as modified?

President, a
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Mr. GRIFFIN. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection
is heard.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Is it possible if all
time is yielded back?

Mr. GRIFFIN. How much time do we
have?

Mr. MANSFIELD. One hour. The time
is running.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
is now running on the Trident debate.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I yield
back all time except 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the
previous unanimous consent order the
question now recurs on the Trident
amendment, with debate for 4 hours,
after which there will be a period of 1
hour for debate on the Cranston amend-
ment.

Who yields time?

SEVERAL SENATORS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire is recognized.

Mr., McINTYRE. Mr. President. I yield
myself as much time as I may need on
the amendment of the Senator from Col-
orado (Mr, DoMmInNICcK) and me.

Mr, SYMINGTON. Mr. President, may
we have order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order.

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President——

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a parlimentary in-
quiry?

Mr. McINTYRE. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, what
is the pending business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending question is the debate on the
Trident amendment for a period of 4
hours.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. McINTYRE. 1 yield.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD, Mr. Presi-
dent, may we have the amendment read?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will read the amendment.

The legislative clerk read amendments
No. 517 as follows:

On page 18, line 15, strike out “$650,700,-
000" and insert in lieu thereof “$645,700,000".

On page 18, line 18, strike out “$3,628,700,-
000" and Insert in lieu thereof “$2,800,-
900,000",

On page 19, line 12, strike out “$2,656,-
20g.ggg" and Insert In lieu thereof “$2,603,-
600,000",

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr, President, I was
shocked, dismayed, angered, and I do
not know what, when I received a report
of remarks made by the Chief of Naval
Operations in an interview to NBC tele-
vision, some of which were reported on
this morning’s news.

I have great admiration for Admiral
Zumwalt. I do not know whether it is
the tremendous excitement or the desire
to win that the Navy always has that
motivated him. Unfortunately I do not
have a verbatim report of what was
said on NBC's “Today” show but I have
here a rough paraphrase of the conver-
sation between the admiral and John
Cochran of NBC-TV, some of which was
aired this morning.

Admiral Zumwalt was asked:

What's this about Soviet agents on the Hill
lobbying against the Navy position on
Trident?
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Admiral Zumwalt:

Well, I think for details on that you should
look at the Alsop column a few weeks back.

Admiral, you were guoted as alleging this
long before the Alsop column, At a private
session over breakfast with some Senate
staff,

Admiral Zumwalt:

Well, what I sald was the Soviets are using
their people to influence the vote. That's a
courtesy we allow them in this country that
they don't allow us in their country.

What do you mean by their people? Em-
bassy people?

Admiral Zumwalt:

Embassy people and others.
What do you mean by others?

Admiral Zumwalt:

Those in the news media.

What do you mean by that? The Washing-
ing Post, the Times, NBC?

Admiral Zumwalt:
I mean people who work for the Soviets.
You mean TASS?

Admiral Zumwalt:
Well, yes,

He was then quoted as saying he really
did not think the Soviet agents would
be able to influence the votes of any
Senators.

One of the difficulties that faces a lot
of us who work on the Armed Services
Committee, who try to get hard evidence
about what is right, is the oversimplifi-
cation of the problems of the military.
There is a great tendency from many
quarters to simplify these issues. As a
consequence, the first thing I find is that,
all of a sudden, a man like myself who
thinks a great deal of the military and
who is proud of the military finds that
he is called unmilitary, That is the first
thing—that I am called anti-Navy be-
cause I was a foot slogger in the Army.
That is not so. The rudest thing is that
all of a sudden one finds himself called
un-American, unpatriotic, because once
in a while he says “No” to the Army,
Navy, or Air Force.

Believe me, I have an editor in my
State who knows how to say that. I hate
to give him any publicity at all, but he
knows how to put the old red tag on
you.

I think we have got to insist upon
Admiral Zumwalt's coming here and say-
ing directly what he means, because his
statement is very fuzzy. I do not like to
see this said about Senators who think
we should not go too fast in our sub-
marine development. I do not think they
like to have this reflect on them. I think
we ought to know which Soviet agents
lobbied, which Senators they are calling
on, and what was said.

Mr. President, this is a disturbing thing
and a disturbing note on which to open
our debate today, but I felt I had to
report this to the Senate.

Mr. President, may we have order in
the Senate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will come to order.

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to insert in the Rec-
orp at the conclusion of these remarks
an exact, verbatim transcript of that
portion of the 8:30 a.m., NBC News Re-
port this morning which dealt with Sen-
ate consideration of the Trident sub-
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marine. Senators will note that the re-
port contains film from my appearance
on the Today program on Tuesday, as
well as portions of a filmed interview re-
porter John Cochran had with Admiral
Zumwalt, Chief of Naval Operations.

Earlier today, after my staff had an
opportunity to talk with Mr. Cochran, I
give the Senate a paraphrased synopsis
of that portion of the interview which
Mr. Cochran summarized by saying
“Zumwalt says Soviet agents have lob-
bied on Capitol Hill against the Trident.”

My staff has reconfirmed with re-
porter Cochran that Admiral Zumwalt
did, indeed, make such an allegation
during the interview.

Therefore, Mr. President, I must once
again protest the unfortunate implica-
tions left by Admiral Zumwalt’s remarks
and once again demand an explanation
from the Admiral detailing what agents
he is talking about, whom they lobbied,
and how they lobbied.

The NBC Report transcript referred
to above follows:

TrRANSCRIPT OF NBC NEws REeromrT, 8:30 AM.,
‘WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 26, 1973

Reporter JoHN CocHRAN. “Senators Domi-
nick and McIntyre are trying to cut more
than 15 of the 1.5 billion dollars the Navy
wants to build the Trident submarine.

McINTYRE. “In my mind the Administra-
tion is pushing very hard for this big new
submarine to impress our Russian friends
at the SALT talks so that we can come up
with some permanent agreement on under-
water craft. To me it's not a good reason
to be spending this money at the rate they
want to spend it.”

Reporter JoHN CocHEAN. “Adm. Elmo Zum-
walt, campaigning for the Trident sub-
marine, fears the Congress may not take the
Soviet threat seriously enough. Zumwalt says
Soviet agents have lobbied on Capitol Hill
against the Trident.”

ZuMwaLT. “The Soviets have a host of
ways, including the use of employees here to
make a concerted effort to impact upon U.S.
policy. This is a courtesy that is afforded in
our Democratic way and a courtesy that they
don’t afford us in the Soviet Union.”

Reported JoHN CoCHEAN. “But Zumwalt is
more concerned about Senators MclIntyre
and Dominick than about Soviet agents.
With the vote set for tomorrow the two Sena-
tors have about 50-50 chance of pushing
their amendment to slow construction of the
TRIDENT submarine.”

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, as we
all know, intensified lobbying—as the
Navy says, “the giving of information”—
has been going on. Yesterday the Navy
made a strong point of the fact that the
Navy performed very well with the Po-
seidon conversion program and, there-
fore, has demonstrated the capability to
do the same with the Trident submarine.
In fact, they made an allegation that
about $180 million was saved in the Po-
seidon conversion.

The facts supporting this allegation
are that while the total cost estimate to
convert the entire fleet of 31 submarines
to Poseidon inecreased by $300 million,
from $4.57 billion to $4.87 billion, the
increase involves only the procurement
of missiles and not submarine conver-
sion. Cost for submarine conversion ac-
tually declined by $69 million, from
$928.6 million to $859.6 million.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
the Chair has done an excellent job in
trying to maintain order today. I hope
he will persist in that.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-~
ate will come to order, if the Senator
from New Hampshire will refrain. Will
Senators please take their conversations
to the cloakrooms?

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, there
are a few facts about the Poseidon pro-
gram that we ought to put on the record.
The Poseidon program failed to meet its
original schedule. It slipped a year and
a half.

The Poseidon program was a high
priority program. The R. & D. section of
the missile testing, of the first five mis-
siles of that program, failed.

It was such a high priority program
that whenever the Navy came to the
Armed Services Subcommittee on Appro-
priations, no questions was raised. What-
ever they wanted, they were given. It
was a “blue plate special.” As a matter
of fact, during the years of that Poseidon
program, the Navy was able to reprogram
during the years several million dellars
out of the Poseidon program and steer
it into other programs because they had
more than enough.

So it is very difficult, the way this has
been put together, to say that the Navy
really had an undercost of $180 million
that they elaim.

Then, I want Senators to realize that
just the other day a report came to us
that our Poseidon missiles had a 42 per-
cent operational firing success. In other
words, 58 percent were duds and 42 per-
cent went off.

As we look at the two programs we are
talking about here, the Trident program
and also the Poseidon conversion, I would
also like to make this point: There is

really no comparison between those two

programs. The Poseidon program in-
volved the use of a Polaris submarine,
which had aiready been built, and modi-
fying it to earry a new missile, Poseidon.
The basic submarine hull and machinery
was not newly constructed, and had been
designed, developed, and tested under the
predecessor Polaris program.

The Trident submarine will be a com-
pletely new boat from the initial
conceptual studies, through prototype
development and fabrication, and ulti-
mately shakedown developmental and
operational tests. It has not yet been
built.

The Trident submarine will be new in
many other respects.

It will be about a third longer and
larger in diameter than the Poseidon
submarine.

It will have a new type of hull con-
struetion.

It will have incorporated hull machin-
ery and equipment tailored to the unique
requirements of the submarine.

It will have a new sonar system.

It will incorporate missile support
equipment to be used with the Trident
1 (C-4) missile now under development.

Putting all of these together into an
integrated weapon system that must
first be tested out is a thousand times
more complicated and challenging than
simply converting the Polaris submarine
to carry Poseidon missiles.

The Trident submarine will face the
usual array of developmental problems
which all new major weapons systems
encounter and which will cause delays
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and increases in cost. There is no way
to avoid this.

As I have said many times, what we
have learned in the R. & D. Subcommit-
tee is that you must not go too fast; you
must not try to design and develop &
submarine at the same time you are
trying to produce it.

I want to give Senators a history of
the Navy's part with respect to the
Poseidon submarine.

In 1957, we suddenly had a missile gap
and everybody got excited over the dif-
ference between what the Soviet Union
and we had.

So, we started cufting the Thresher.
We had the Thresher, an attack-type,
killer-type submarine. We started to cut
it up. The first one was at Mare Island
under Roosevelt.

In the course of putting these ships
together, we had something, in the
Polaris program, like 10,000 change or-
ders. There are not two Polaris sub-
marines in our fleet as Polaris-Poseidon,
as originally constructed, that are the
same. The change orders involved im-
provements. Even under that program
today, as originally constructed, the first
10 Polaris submarines built would be ob-
solete. That is why we are not moving
to make Poseidons out of them. They
are obsolete. They presently plan to dis-
pose of them. When we figure that some
of those submarines have only been
around for 14 or 15 years, they are pretty
yvoung submarines.

These submarines should be good for
25 years without any trouble whatsoever.

Mr. President, I am now happy to yield
to the distinguished Senator from Iowa
(Mr. Hugxes) for 10 minutes.

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. President, before
the distinguished chairman of the sub-
committee sits down, I would like to ask a
couple of questions concerning the state-
ment contained in his opening remarks.

As I understand it, the: distinguished
Senator does not have a transeript of
those remarks from the “Today” show. Is
that correct?

Mr. McINTYRE. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. HUGHES. The implication of the
remarks was to the effeet that Members
of the Senate were being lobbied by Com-
munist agents, Russian agents, regarding
the military aspects of this country.

Mr. McINTYRE. The Senator is cor-
rect. The implication is fuzzy.

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. President, in other
words by implication and innuendo, Ad-
miral Zumwalt implied to the Nation on
a nationwide television show that Mem-
bers of the Senate, as yet unnamed, have
been lobbied by Communist agents, as yet
unnamed, which action may influence
their votes on a U.S. defense system.

Mr. McINTYRE. That is correct. How-
ever, it has been reported that he said
that he did not think the Soviet agents
would be able to influence the votes of
any Senators.

Mr. HUGHES. That is a nice by-
comment after these aspersions cast on
this body.

I think that as a result of those im-
plications, the admiral should be asked
to name publicly the Senators and the
lobbyists, and if necessary it should be
done in a secret session in this body.

September 26, 1973

Mr. McINTYRE. I agree. He should put
it down in black and white as to what was
said and who was contacted and who are
the lobbyists running loose in the cor-
ridors of the U.S. Senate.

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. President, this is
the first implication of this kind that I
have ever been aware of. If Soviet agents
are lobbying or are around here. I would
like to be aware of who they are and
what they are doing. In fact, I am ap-
palled at this sort of statement made on
nationwide television with the implica-
tion it carries without a sound basis for
it and without stating publicly what the
facts are, who did it, and why.

I thank the distinguished Senator
from New Hampshire for calling this
matter to our attention. I would hope
that if a transcript of whatever hap-
pened this morning might be obtained, it
may be made part of the Recorp.

Mr. McINTYRE. We are in the process
of obtaining it and will make it part of
the REcorp.

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. President, T am
happy to join in this bipartisan effort to
restore the Trident submarine program
to an orderly pace. The McIntyre-Domi-
nick amendment, which represents the
carefully considered view of seven mer-
pers of the Armed Services Committee,
would give our taxpayers an $885 million
break this year without in any way re-
ducing the strength and survivahility of
our sea-based deterrent.

Under the able leadership of the Sena-
tor from New Hampshire (Mr. Mec-
INTYRE), the research and development
subcommittee explored the issues on the
program at great length and depth. The
subcommittee developed convincing evi-
dence, in my view, to support the reduc-
tions proposed in this amendment, and
also powerful evidence to contradict the
new arguments and scare tactics which
we have been hearing lately.

Drawing on these extensive hearings,
Mr. President, I would like to present my
views on this crueial issue.

We are all agreed that the key to our
strategy of deterrence is our fleet
of nuclear submarines with submarine-
launched ballistic missiles (SLBM's).
The survival of even one Poseidon sub-
marine, with its 160 nuclear warheads
each, could inflict such devastation en
an enemy population and industry that
any rational planner would seriously
question the wisdom of launching an
attack on the United States. Our current
SLBM force is invulnerable to detection
and destruction, and will remain so,
according to the best official estimates,
at least into the 1980's.

Since there is no disagreement on
the importance of SLBM’s, the major is-
sues are whether now is the time to
proceed at an accelerated pace and
with such great cost on the proposed
program. The close division of opinion
within the Armed Services Committee
reflects serious doubts on these matters
despite the unanimity of views on the
need to preserve an invulnerable sub-
marine force. I think this should be
clear.

The threat to our existing SLBM fleet
is still hypothetical. Although Soviet
ASW capability is expected to improve,
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we have no evidence of any major break-
through which would threaten the sur-
vivability of our fleet. As Dr. Stephen
Lukasik, the Director of the Advanced
Research Projects Agency (ARPA) and
the man responsible for the pursuit of
the most advanced ASW technology in
the Department of Defense, told the Re-
search and Development Subcommittee
on May 29:

It is unlikely that a Soviet breakthrough
in ASW could negate our Polaris-Poseldon
forces before 1980 . . . there is, of course,
the potential for Soviet breakthroughs thit
could lead to deployment of an effective
anti-Polaris force by the early 1980's. How-
ever, the Poseidon, with its long strike range
will increase the SSBN patrol area sufficiently
to pose immense additional problems for any
ASW sensor that can now be conceived.

One should note that these “immense
additional problems" for a potential
enemy would be compounded by the
placement of the Trident I missile in
existing Poseidon submarines, The 4,000-
mile range of this missile would at least
quadruple the ocean area of the sub-
marines now carrying Poseidon missiles,
thus further enhancing the survivability
of our SLBM forces. The single most im-
portant advantage promised by the Tri-
dent system could be achieved by a
decision to put the new missiles on the
existing submarines.

Let me be very blunt about this, Mr.
President. We had very accurate pre-
dictions about what the Russians would
do in submarine construction and mirv-
ing at the time that the original program
was proposed in 1971. Nothing has

changed in the strategic balance fo jus-

tify the accelerated schedule for the
Trident sub.

But if the threat really does become
serious, which I do not expect, then the
administration proposal condemns us to
several years of reduced survivability be-
cause of its refusal to proceed as soon
as possible with the conversion of Posei-
don subs to Trident missile subs.

Since the threat is still uncertain, the
other major argument for replacement of
the current fleet is that of aging. While
the SSBN's were designed for a nominal
life of 20 years, the Navy admits their
utility at least for 25 years. Thus, they
should be serviceable a least until the
1985-1992 period, as the distinguished
Senator from Colorado pointed out yes-
terday in the debate. And their life might
be extended even beyond that for all we
know at the present time, but at least
that long. Furthermore, the Navy ad-
mits that it is not possible to plot the
overhaul cost trend versus age. In other
words, the Navy cannot prove that the
subs are getting too costly to maintain.

Admiral Robert Y. Kaufman, Trident
program coordinator, told the R. & D.
Subcommittee that *6 to 7 years are re-
quired to design, develop, and deploy a
new SSBN sub in an orderly manner.”
We therefore have several years before
it is necessary to lock into a final design
on a replacement submarine for the mid-
1980's and beyond.

The ideal replacement would be a sub-
marine with several characteristics. It
should have a longer range missile, and
the Trident I missile will meet that re-
quirement. It should be less detectable,
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and the technology is in hand even now
to reduce significantly the detectability
of current submarines if we choose that
course.

A replacement should also maximize
our capabilities under whatever re-
straints are imposed by a permanent
arms limitation agreement. Yet if the
current numerical limitations are made
permanent, the United States would be
able to deploy a maximum of only 29
Trident submarines, instead of our cur-
rent 41, thereby making it hypothetically
easier for a hostile force to locate and
destroy all SSBN’s simultaneously. In-
stead of waiting another year for SALT
II negotiations to be concluded, however,
the Navy is accelerating its program,
despite the admission that it will be nec-
essary to take a good look at the Trident
design after a new agreement is reached.

Mr. President, they admit that. But
instead of slowing down the program in
order to have a submarine which best
meets our needs for the rest of this cen-
tury, the Navy chose a very costly option
at an accelerated schedule. I am not per-
suaded that the much larger Trident
submarine, costing five times what Po-
laris submarines cost and twice as much
as a new version of Poseidon, is the best
way to go. Time and further tradeoff
studies may suggest better alternatives.

Our choice now, however, is not be-
tween this desizn or some alternative,
but between the Trident at an acceler-
ated pace or the Trident at a more or-
derly pace. Given that choice, I strongly
urge the adoption of the MeIntyre-
Dominick amendment.

Mr. President, I have seen absolutely
no evidence presented either to the sub-
committee, the full committee, or on this
floor, that would make these alternatives
more important today than they have
been during the course of the last 2
vears. It would seem to me that an or-
derly procedure, as required and rec-
ommended in this amendment, would
be not only in the best interests of the
future defense of this Nation, but also
in the best interests of giving those of
us in this body, who must consider and
weigh the alternatives, an orderly pro-
cedure whereby to consider the latest in
research and development technology,
and every other thing necessary to as-
sure us of having the best SLBM force
in the world at the time that we actually
need it, which, at the earliest estimate,
will be in the early 1980's.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, the
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr. Mc-
IntyYRE) asked me to take over the allo-
cation of the time, and I yield myself
such time as I may require.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado is recognized.

Mr. DOMINICEK. Mr. President, I con-
gratulate the Senator from Iowa on what
I though was an extremely forcible
speech, very pertinent and very, I would
think, influential in the process of this
debate.

As can readily be seen from simply
looking at the separate views which were
cited in the committee report, there is
nothing partisan about this committee
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or this amendment. These views in sup-
port of the McInfyre-Dominick amend-
ment were, in fact, signed by Senators
McINTYRE, SYMINGTON, CANNON, HARRY F,
Byrp, Jr., HucHES, myself, anc Saxsk.

We are not dealing with a partisan
issue here, What we are dealing with, as
I said yesterday and as I shall repeat,
is a matter of judgment.

For at least 2 years we have been deal-
ing with the Trident before the Research
Subcommittee, on which I sit as the
ranking Republican member, and for at
least 2 years we have been hearing the
Navy, the Defense Department, and ad-
ministration witnesses trying to evaluate,
as a matter of judgment, whether the
proposal which came in originally in
1971 is the proposal which we should fol-
low, or whether we should follow the
accelerated program which was asked for
in the fall of last year.

Some of the Senators who have joined
in the separate views have been for a
strong defense, and still feel that way.
There are also some Senators among
them—Ilike myself, I might say—who
believe that we have to take into ac-
count, in building our defense structure,
the economics of this country and the
ability and the extent to which we can
or should spend taxpayers’ funds on
weapons systems.

Yesterday we were told that if we did
not allow Trident by 1978, we would
be facing an unbelievable threat from
1978 to 1980. We are talking, in terms
of judgment, about what we can foresee
for the future. The threat may be, and
it may not be.

The threat might be there without the
intent. That has a great deal to do with
the problem. The threat may be there
with the intent, and then the question
is—and I think this is what we have to
base our final judgment on—do we have
an adequate defense against such a
threat?

It is my opinion that we have a better
defense and will have a better defense by
1978 to 1980 if we adopt the McIntyre
amendment rather than going along
with the bill as originally reported.

I think this may be the most impor-
tant amendment to be proposed in this
authorization bill this year. We have had
debate on the issue already. Yesterday
we spent 2'5 hours in executive session
discussing this system, and other sys-
tems, this one being the most expensive
weapons system ever proposed to Con-
gress. I want to repeat that: the most
expensive weapons system ever pro-
posed to Congress.

So I call the attention of my col-
leagues who are here to the points that
led me to the position of siding with
Senator McInTtyRE for what I think is
a much more orderly development of
this system.

At this time in our defense posture,
the Trident submarine and the Trident
I missile, according to the Navy, should
be due in 1978. I am convinced that the
continuation of the present schedule for
the missile, which would be 1978, and the
readjustment of the pace for develop-
ment and delivery of the first Trident
submarine by 1980—which, after all, is
a nuclear-powered platform for the mis-
sile to be fired from—makes sense eco-
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nomically and militarily, because of the
cost savings involved and the nonexist-
ence of any threat to our Polaris-Posei-
don deferrent force.

This year, if the DOD request were
granted, the Navy would be authorized
to spend $1.5 billion on this one system
alone.

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr., DOMINICK, I am happy to yield
to the Senator from New Hampshire.

Mr, McINTYRE. That is what I
thought yesterday. But upon further in-
quiry beyond the bounds of our budget,
I find that over at AEC there is $200 mil-
lion sitting there for the Trident system,
and there is $194 million still left over
from last year’s appropriation, so it
reaches almost $2,180,000,000 this year.

Mr. DOMINICE. I am glad the Senator
brought that up, because obviously if we
have more expenses for the most expen-
sive system, then we just add to the
weight of the problem that we have.

Mr. McINTYRE. If the Senator will
yield for just a second further, I forgot
to mention, in addition to that $200 mil-
lion at AEC and $194 million left over,
there is $118 million under military con-
struction authorizations, and perhaps an
appropriation for the Bangor Washing-
ton defense.

Mr. DOMINICK. So we are close to $2
billion on this, some of which is money
held over from last year. Then they are
asking for $214 billion for next year, and
for the following year, 1976—or a total,
without counting the extras the Sena-
tor from New Hampshire just referred
to, of $614 billion to be spent in 3 years.

As I read the Navy justification for
that kind of expenditure, their argument
consists primarily of four points: first,
the potential aging of the Polaris-Posei-
don submarine: second, the SALT talks;
third, the general Soviet naval develop-
ment; fourth, a Soviet so-called Trident
ship.

In the R, & D. Subcommittee, we spent
many days in hearings on the topic of the
security of our naval deterrent force. In
the hearings we concluded that the pres-
ent Polaris-Poseidon fleet is, in fact,
secure until 1980 at a minimum. The
Polaris-Poseidon began in the late 1950's
and the last boat was completed in 1967,

The design life of the hull on these
submarines was programed originally
for about 20 years but has been increased
and is now scheduled for 25 to 30 years.
Therefore, it is into the beginning of
1980 that we are talking about, when age
might take its toll. Add 20 years to 1967
and that would be 1987 at the minimum,
so probably 1990 in order to make really
any significant impact on that particular
boat.

I emphasize the word “might” here,
because past experiences and the condi-
tions under which these submarines op-
erate led to my conclusion that the hull
life cited is “minimum” only; namely,
25 to 30 years.

Much has been made of the SALT
limitation agreement and the numbers—
44 subs and 710 missiles for the United
States as opposed to 62 subs and 950
missiles for the U.S.5.R.

Merely looking at the numbers of the
agreement, however, is a very superficial

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

analysis, for there are other factors to be
considered. Otherwise, we would never
have signed that agreement originally.

The types of submarines we are talking
about are not designed to attack each
other. In other words, the Trident we
are talking about here will not be attack-
ing a USSR. Trident submarine.
Rather, both sides are using this type of
submarine as a deterrent force. The con-
sideration must be what their chances of
success in that function are. There was
no testimony before our subcommittee to
show any Soviet breakthrough in ASW
warfare to jeopardize our Polaris-Posei-
don fleet.

At this point, it should be kept in mind
that the subcommittee and this amend-
ment go along with the Navy in develop-
ing the Trident I missile by 1978. The
deterrent is not the submarine. The de-
terrent is the missile, and we are not
now making any change in the missile.
We are in a position where, if we are
suceessful in finishing the missile devel-
opment by 1978, we will have established
the 4,000-mile range deterrent that we
are seeking.

Then the only question is, how are we
going to fire it, if we have to?

The answer to that is very simple.

The Navy has given its testimony over
and over again that it would be relatively
cheap and easy to back-fit that missile
into the Poseidon submarine. The Navy
and the administration, however, want
the Trident submarine, which is as big
as 2 football fields and twice as large as
any submarine we now have. It is a nu-
clear-powered submarine which will be
faster and, supposedly, quieter, and
which will be able, therefore, to rcam the
oceans of the world in a much freer style
than even the Poseidon can. That fact is
hard to contemplate when we think of
what we have done with the Polaris-
Poseidon already, going under the ice
caps, and traveling all over the world. To
develop a boat the size of the Trident is
obviously not only complicated but also
an enormous breakthrough.

The technology involved in our Polaris-
Poseidon is superior to that of the
U.S.S.R's deterrent-type of submarine.
We will maintain our leadtime through
the 1970’s and develop a Trident missile
which can be placed on the Polaris-
Poseidon by 1978, or possibly sooner,
thereby inereasing the range from 2,500
to 4,000 miles, It will give us much more
room, in an underwater force—a missile
force that can be a very effective deter-
rent without building a submarine for the
Trident at all.

Also, at the present time, our Poseidon
possesses the MIRV capacity. The Rus-
sian submarines either do not or are
merely starting down that road in re-
search and experiment. When we talk
about deterrence, we are talking, there-
fore, about the missile. When we are
talking about submarines, in general lay-
man’s terms, most people think of the
Polaris, or they think of the submarines
of World War II, or they think of what-
ever we have had in the way of missile-
carrying submarines since.

We have been building attack subma-
rines whose purpose is antisubmarine
warfare as well as cargo warfare. We
have five in the bill alone on which we
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are conftinuing construction, in order to
boost our antisubmarine warfare capa-
bility. These can be used against other
naval forces including submarines or
against commercial traffic. In addition,
we are also in this bill authorizing the
funding of antisubmarine aircraft.

So when people start talking about the
threat on the other side, we are already
going along with what the Navy wanted
in our defense capacity against that
threat.

The Trident submarine does not come
in at all except as a deterrent.

As I have pointed out before, the reli-
ance on the numbers game is a mistake.
If we are to rush into Trident submarine,
as the Department of Defense proposes,
we inexorably will commit ourselves to
the construction and design of fewer
boats with more missiles. I, for one, am
not prepared today to say that that
procedure is the best way to go.

Let us take, for example, developing
an underwater boat, the size of two foot-
ball fields and twice the size of anything
we have now. It seems apparent to me
that the ability of the other side, who-
ever it may be, whatever country may
have submarines or antisubmarine war-
fare equipment available, can track a
ship of that size far more readily than
they could a ship the size of Poseidon.

This is a matter of my own feeling.
Whether I am right or not, the neces-
sary result, if the SALT agreement is
still in effect will necessarily mean that
we will have fewer submarines in the
ocean by 1980 and thereafter than we
now have. To me, that seems not very
thoughtful.

I would say that the Navy's procedure
on Trident is erroneous. The system has
been stirred up into one word: “Trident.”
However, the one word “Trident’ ’should
be broken down into two phrases—one
the missile and one the launching plat-
form for the missile, The missile, which
is really the deterrent, will be ready on
schedule, as requested by the Navy under
the McIntyre-Dominick amendment; it
is only the submarine, or the launching
platform, which we are putting off for 2
years.

SALT and Soviet naval development
are closely interwoven. Just because the
Russians are going forward with a larger
submarine—and it is not nearly as large
as the so-called Trident—does not mean
that we have to plunge helter-skelter
through the cash register with them. Our
leadtime is not in any kind of serious
jeopardy, and we do have a leadtime.

None of my colleagues, I am sure, will
question my background as a strong sup-
porter of the Department of Defense and
the Navy through the years I have been
here. What I have always done, as I have
said before, and will continue to do, is to
look closely at our overall defense pos-
ture and examine the places into which
each program must fit.

In this case, the question becomes one
of the maintenance of our Polaris-Po-
seidon and the pace of development of
the Trident submarine. The ASW tech-
nology of the Soviets has not shown the
capacity to jeopardize the unquestioned
superiority of Polaris-Poseidon. The de-
velopment of the larger Soviet subma-
rine—it has also been called a U.S.S.R.
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Trident—is nowhere near comparable to
the development of the Trident which we
are discussing. The U.SSR. sub is a
smaller boat, with only 12 launchers and
no MIRV capacity. In our Trident, we
are talking about the most expensive sys-
tem proposed in any Congress, a system
whose complexities have yet to be tested
and whose cost demands orderly develop-
ment procedures.

Let me point out, for example, that
we are having trouble with the Poseidon
missile, which has been available for
years. It is not a very serious problem.
If we are having problems with this mis-
sile at this time and the capacity to make
sure that it fires correctly, then I ask
what in the world are we going to do
with respeet to problems with a Trident
submarine, which is twice as big as the
Poseidon, much more complex, with a
much bigger nuclear reactive power sys-
tem, and with much more sophisticated
devices, both for defense and for quiet
running?

I want and support a strong defense
establishment for this country, capable
of responding to any threat. Senator
Jackson says we have to give them the
word. He said it yesterday in the debate.
What did we do today? We gave them
the word, all right. We cut 40 percent
from the overseas manpower by the
Mansfield amendment. We certainly

gave them the word. We gave them the
word that we are going back info isola-
tionism. That is what we did.

This amendment in fact means that we
are going to give them the word because
we are going to put the deterrent missile

on schedule in 1978. That is what the
deterrent is in the submarine force.

I cannot justify the authorization of
almost $2 billion this year, leading us
down the road to $2.5 billion next year
and the year following. The system is
such that cost overruns, in a concurrency
of this nature, where we are building
submarines while we are still finishing
research, are inevitable. Every time we
have had that, we have really had prob-
lems.

Our individual views—and I will close
and yield the floor with this—should be
read, on pages 181 to 183. They really
summarized a great deal. On page 182
we say:

This conversion from Polaris to Poseidon,
which will continue through 1977—has been
costing us over $700 million a year for the
last three years—

A cost which I think was well worth-
while, and which I support—
and this bill authorizes over $360 million for
that purpose this year.

So we are continuing that type of con-
version and also continuing the missile.

The other point that I think would be
worthwhile to talk about is a reference
which has been made to Dr. Lukasik,
who is an expert on advanced ASW
technology. He said that the conversion
to the Poseidon missile—

Will increase our SSBN patrol area suffi-

ciently to pose immense additional problems
for any ASW sensor that can now be con-

ceived.

He did not say “developed.” He said
“‘conceived.” So if they are going to have
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that much trouble in finding a Poseidon,
what in the world is the rush to go on
with a submarine launcher? We can do
that much more readily. We can cut $885
millon out of this authorization and be
building two boats instead of three, as-
suming that we have by that time worked
out all the bugs which have developed in
a structure of this size and complexity.

Mr. McINTYRE. I thank the distin-
guished Senator from Colorado, who is a
cosponsor of the amendment.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
yield 10 minutes to the distinguished
Senator from Virginia.

Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT. Mr. Presi-
dent, I appreciate the distinguished Sen-
ator from South Carolina yielding time
to me. Certainly I shall not use 10 min-
utes, because the Senator from South
Carolina will present the position of the
Armed Services Committee insofar as the
Trident submarine is concerned.

I was interested, however, in listening
to the distinguished Senator from New
Hampshire (Mr. McINTYRE) present his
views on radio or television comments
allegedly made by Admiral Zumwalt sug-
gesting that there might be some Rus-
sians or some Communists who are en-
deavoring to pressure members of the
committee or other Members of the Sen-
ate. I should think that no Member of the
Senate would question the integrity and
loyalty of any other Member of the Sen-
ate. I should think that if any suggestion
of that nature were made, it would be a
fruitless gesture, because we would reject
such a suggestion overwhelmingly.

Yet I do believe that every Member of
the Senate has been lobbied with regard
to this submarine program. I am a jun-
ior member of the Committee on Armed
Services, and have been lobbied by vari-
ous individuals and groups including
some of the senior members of the Armed
Services Committee with regard to the
position I should take. As the Senate
knows the vote on this program was very
close,

While I support the position of the
committee, reasonable people may differ.
I believe we must at all times be aware
of thinking people having differences
without questioning the integrity of
someone whose position is different from
ours. I want to hear the point of view of
all sides, in order that I can make up
my own mind. There is nothing basically
wrong with an individual or group lobby-
ing for his point of view.

We sometimes hear that we may be
spending money unnecessarily for de-
fense purposes; that we may be getting
some missiles, some submarines, or mili-
tary hardware that are too expensive or
that is not needed.

When we talk about the defense of
the country, about military procurement
and military equipment, if we should err,
I would certainly hope that the error
would be on the side of caution, on the
side of obtaining the necessary weaponry
for the defense of the country. It would
be better to have more weapons than
we need than too few. I was present when
the President spoke in Norfolk, Va.,
on Armed Services Day. He said—

Do not send the President to the confer-
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ence table as the head of the second most
powerful nation In the world.

That is a most appealing statement to
me that the President made, and I would
urge that position on the Senate today.

Let us have an adequate defense. I be-
lieve the Trident submarine and expe-
diting the procurement and construction
of additional Tridents is a major part of
the defense machinery of this country.

I intend to support the committee posi-
tion, and oppose the amendment of the
Senator from New Hampshire.

Mr. President, I yield back the
remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
vields time?

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, how
much time do we have remaining on this
side? I understand 2 hours was allotted
today for each side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BipeEN). The Senator from South Caro-
lina has 1 hour and 55 minutes remain-
ing.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
yvield myself such time as may be
required.

Mr. President, if as a Member of the
Senate I were undecided about whether
to expedite Trident or not I would accept
the opinion of the greatest expert in the
world on this subject. That man’s name
is Adm. Hyman G. Rickover. I would
accept that opinion because he has been
so farsighted in the past that it would
give me confidence that he is farsighted
now. I realize that he has been accused
of being part of the military and that is
true, and he is proud of it; and I am
proud of the military and I am proud of
Admiral Rickover.

I do not know of any man in our his-
tory who has contributed more to our
Defense Establishment than Admiral
Rickover. I wish to read to the Senate
an excerpt from his testimony to the
Committee on Appropriations of the
House of Representatives on June 7,
1973. He said:

SOVIET STRATEGIC IMPROVEMENTS

The Russians in the last 2 to 3 years have
launched a considerable number of their
Yankee submarines, each of which carries 16
missiles. We estimate their missiles to have a
range of 1,300 miles, but there is no reason
to expect they will not be able to increase
this range.

The Soviet Yankee class ballistic missile
submarines are . They have about 30
of these Yankee class submarines in the
water and they are building more for
a total of —————,

NEW RUSSIAN DELTA CLASS

The Russians also have under construction
a4 new Delta class of ballistic missile sub-
marines that carry 12 missiles each. At least
one has been launched. . The new
missiles they carry have a range of 4,000
miles,

Mr. President, I wish to repeat that
figure—4,000 miles, and these are Ad-
miral Rickover’s words. He went on to
say:

In effect, the Russians already have their
equivalent of our Trident. In spite of all the
talks with the Soviets, they have and are
continuing to build up a force of modern,
fast ballistic missile submarines, compared
to our ., aging ones which were built
with 1850's technology.

By the time the SALT I Agreement expires
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in 1977, the Russians can have 62 modern
ballistic missile submarines, of which about
30 could be about the equivalent of the
Trident.

What is Admiral Rickover telling us?
He is telling us that when the SALT-I
ggreement expires in 1977 the Russians
could have 30 submarines equivalent to
the Trident, and that will be even before
we will have our first Trident operating.

Mr. DOMINICEK. Mr. President, will
the Senator from South Carolina yield?

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I am
rleased to yield on the time of the Sena-
tor from Colorado.

Mr. McINTYRE. I yield 2 minutes to
the Senator from Colorado.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado is recognized for 2
minutes.

Mr. DOMINICK. I thank the Senator.
Two minutes is fine.

I would like to ask this question. Does
the Senator not feel that the missile of
4,000 miles, which the Senator empha-
sizes, is the really important thing, and
that the submarine is simply a launching
platform?

Mr. THURMOND. I think both. Ad-
miral Rickover states here that the new
missiles will have a range of 4,000 miles.
That is important. It is a greater range
than we have today.

Mr. DOMINICE. That is exactly right,
but——

Mr. THURMOND. No submarine we
have in the water today has a range of
4 000 miles.

Mr., DOMINICK. That is correct, but
is the Senator also aware that the Navy
does not plan on having a missile of
4 000 miles until 1978? In our amend-
ment we are backing that date and
would have it by 1978. We make no
change in that at all.

Mr. THURMOND. The greater range
that is put into these missiles, and it is
planned to do that as we go on down
the road——

Mr. DOMINICK. That is exactly cor-
rect.

Mr. THURMOND. In other words, Ad-
miral Rickover is saying the Russians
already have their equivalent to our first
stage Trident.

Mr. DOMINICK. The missile.

Mr. THURMOND. Yes.

Mr. DOMINICE. Of course, their sub-
marine is nothing like what we are plan-
ning. On the missile, we may be behind
but our amendment does not affect that
in the slightest.

Mr. THURMOND. Also, it should be
noted that the first Trident will not have
the larger Trident II and III type mis-
siles but the submarine will be so built
that the larger missiles can be placed in
the submarines at some later date.

Mr. DOMINICK. We have a platform
for the 4,000-mile missiles now. That is
the point I want to make. The deterrent
force is the missile, not the submarine.

Mr. THURMOND. We feel that the
statement of Admiral Rickover is a very
significant statement and that it is in
accord with the facts. We feel that if
there is any question at all about the
matter, if we are going to err one way
or the other, we had better err on the
side of strength and early strength rather
than to be embarrassed later.
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Mr. President, I have before an article
that was published in the Augusta
Chronicle on September 18, 1973, entitled
“In Effect, Russians . . . Have Their
Equivalent of Our Trident.” The article
refers to the testimony to which I have
made reference and excerpts are quoted.
I ask unanimous consent that the article
may be printed in the Recorb.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

[From the Augusta Chronicle, Sept. 18, 1973]

RicEOVER CLosED-Door TesTIMONY—"IN EF-
FECT, RUSSIANS . . . Have THER EQUIVA-
LENT oF OUR TrRIDENT"

WasHINGTON —Adm. Hyman G. Rickover
says the Soviet Union is building a submarine
that can fire 12 missiles to targets 4,000 miles
distant, a version of the proposed U.S, Tri-
dent submarine.

Rickover also disclosed in closed-door testi-
mony released by the House Defense appro-
priations subcommittee Monday that the Tri-
dent would be able to fire missiles thousands
of miles on potential enemy targets from its
proposed port in Bangor, Wash.

The firing distance of the proposed Tri-
dent missile was censored from the released
transcript. But Rickover said the range would
permit Tridents to hide in four times as
much ocean as can the present 2,600-mile-
range Poseidon.

Rickover, the chief pioneer developer of
nuclear submarines, made the remarks June
19 in arguing for Congress’ continued ap-
proval of the United States' program for 10
Tridents carrying 24 missiles.

“In effect the Russians already have their
equivalent of our Trident,” he said. “In spite
of all the talks with the Soviets they have
and are continuing to build up a force of
modern, fast ballistic missile submarines.”

By the time the first U.S.-Soviet arms limi-
tation agreement expires in 1977, Rickover
sald, the Soviets could have 62 modern sub-
marines “of which about 30 could be about
the equivalent of the Trident.”

Rickover said the Soviet equivalent is its
Delta class, a step beyond its Yankee-class
missile-firing submarine.

Nearly all of Rickover's comparisons be-
tween the Trident and Soviet submarines
were censored from the transcript except for
his comment that it is larger than the Yan-
kee class vessel.

He said U.S. officials decided to put 24 mis-
siles in each of the ten Tridents to cut costs
per missile, implying by context that the 12-
missile Boviet ship uses fewer missiles in
more submarines.

The Navy has estimated the 10 Tridents
plus the Bangor, Wash., base and all de-
velopment will cost $12.7 billion.

Rickover said the longer range of the Tri-
dent’s missiles will permit it to remain in
U.S. coastal ports rather than sailing to and
from points within the 2,500-mile firing
range of Soviet and Chinese targets.

“The (censored) mile Trident missile will
also allow hitting potential targets from the
Trident homeport of Bangor,” he said.

He did not say what targets could be fired
on from Bangor or in what nation.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr, President, as I
stated, if, as a Senator, I were unde-
cided what to do on this, I would go to
the greatest expert in the world, and
that would be Admiral Rickover. Ad-
miral Rickover has given his life to this
work. If anybody is the father of nuclear
power, I would say it is Admiral Rick-
over. He has made many speeches and
made many points in favor of the Tri-
dent submarine—

The Soviets have built and continue to
build a modern ballistic missile submarine
force. They have 30 YANEEE Class subma-
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rines operational and more under construc-
tion. These submarines each have 16 mis-
sile launch tubes, similar to our POLARIS
submarines. The Soviets have the largest and
most modern submarine building yards in
the world, which gives them several times
the nuclear submarine construction capacity
possessed by the United States.

Mr. THURLZOND. In other words, they
can build submarines three or four times
faster than we can, and we may as well
recotgnize that. The intelligence shows
that.

The Soviets have tested an improved
missile with a range of about 4,000 miles,
Jjust as I quoted Admiral Rickover.

They have under construction a new
Delta class of submarines with 12 launch
tubes capable of firing this new missile.
This gives their submarines the capabil-
ity to strike from points only a few days
from Soviet bases. In a sense, the Sovi-
ets are already building their equivalent
to our Trident submarines and missiles.
These developments increase the threat
to our land-based strategic forces and
the reliance we must place on our sea-
based strategic deterrent. Our subma-
rines, by contrast, have a relatively long
range to strategic Sovief targets and lim-
ited avenues of approach.

The Interim Agreement on Strategic
Offensive Arms allows the Soviets to con-
tinue building ballistic missile subma-
rines to a total of 950 ballistic missile
launchers in submarines, and up to 62
modern ballistic missile submarines. This
allows the Soviets to continue building
ballistic missile submarines at a rate of
about 8 per year during the 5-year term
of the agreement. Even under the Presi-
dent’s recommended fiscal year 1974
budget for the Trident program, the first
Trident submarine will not become op-
erational during the 5-year term of the
interim agreement. Therefore, it is essen -
tial that the United States proceed now
with Trident submarines as proposed bw
the President.

The Trident submarines and missiles
are needed to increase the survivability
of our seaborne deterrent in the 1980’s
and beyond, and to provide for replace-
ment of our aging Polaris submarines.

The United States has 41 nuclear bal-
listic missile submarines, all built between
1958 and 1967. The oldest of these will be
nearly 20 years old by the time the first
Trident submarine can enter the fleet
in the late 1970’s, even under the admin-
istration's recommended program. The
oldest Polaris submarines are wearing
out. They have been operated hard, with
two crews, to allow them to be on station
a large portion of the time. They were
built to specifications based on a 20-year
life; their machinery is wearing out. It
is unreasonable to expect them to oper-
ate more than 20 years without having
major breakdowns.

So, after 20 years have passed, what
will we have, unless we proceed with a
modern submarine?

Also, the Polaris submarines were
built with the technology of the 1950's.
The Trident submarines are being de-
signed with all the latest nuclear pro-
pulsion and submarine design tech-
nology. They will be much more difficult
to detect and attack than our Polaris
submarines, for two reasons: the new
longer range Trident missiles will give
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the submarine vastly more ocean area to
hide in, and the new submarines will be
much quieter than the Polaris subma-
rines.

Our Polaris submarines are limited in
their patrol area by the range of their
missiles. This forces them to operate in
close range to foreign shores, thus bring-
ing them within range of Soviet shore
based aircraft. This limited patrol area
simplifies the Soviet antisubmarine prob-
lem allowing them to concentrate their
sea and air forces in a much smaller
area. The Soviets have been investing
heavily in antisubmarine warfare re-
search and development, and have built
and continue to build improved nuclear
attack submarines—one of their best
ASW weapons. They have invested large
resources in ASW surface ships. Also, in-
dications are that the Soviets are at-
tempting to establish an area antisub-
marine surveillance system presumably
aimed at locating our Polaris submarines.
The Soviets have been working to neu-
tralize our Polaris submarines ever since
the first one went to sea 13 years ago.

The first generation Trident missile
will have a range of almost twice the
range of the 2,500 mile Poseidon missile.
This initial Trident missile can be back-
fitted in the 31 Poseidon submarines and
could provide a several fold increase in
ocean operating area available to our
ballistic missile submarines compared to
the shorter range Poseidon missile.

The Trident submarines will have mis-
sile tubes which will provide growth po-
tential for even longer range missiles.
With this longer range missile, which will
fit only in the Trident submarines, the
ocean operating area available to our Tri-
dent submarines will again be increased
several fold over the area available with
the first generation Trident missile.

Mr. ABOUREZEK. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. THURMOND. I shall be pleased
to yield on the time of the Senator.

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr, President, I yield
the Senator 2 minutes.

Mr. ABOUREZEK. Is the Senator able
to know at this time when the Trident
II missile will be ready for operation?

Mr. THURMOND. Trident I is sup-
posed to come in in 1978. The first sub-
marine will go in the waters then. Tri-
dent IT will come at a later date, prob-
ably a couple of years later. It depends
on the development program, of course,
but that is just an estimate.

Mr. ABOUREZEK. But in 1980, under
the McIntyre amendment, the first Tri-
dent submarine would be ready for op-
eration.

Mr. THURMOND. Under the McIntyre
amendment, the first Trident subma-
rine will not come on until 1980. If we
expedite the program, it will come in
sooner, in 1978.

Mr. ABOUREZE. But the Trident I
missile and the Trident submarine will
be developed on approximately the same
schedule.

Mr. THURMOND. That is, Trident I,
but we do not have a Trident I yet. The
Russians already have one equivalent to
the Trident I.

Mr. ABOUREZK. However, we do have
a Trident missile that we could put into
the Poseidon.

Mr. THURMOND. Yes; all the Trident
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submarines will be accommodated to put
in the Trident IL.

Mr. ABOUREZK. The Trident I mis-
sile will fit into the Poseidon. Is that
not correct?

Mr. THURMOND. That is correct.

Mr. ABOUREZE. The argument being
made, then, is not really valid, because
we do have a missile to put into the
Poseidon.

Mr. THURMOND. We can put the Tri-
dent I immediately into a Poseidon. Of
course, we would then be putting it into
an old submarine. We could do that for
awhile, but it would not have the de-
terrent power of the Trident I in the
new, quiet, lethal Trident submarine.

We want to put in the hands of the
President of the United States when he
goes to these mutual and balanced talks
the military muscle so that he will have
enough power so that the Soviet Union
will say: “Yes. We will agree to it.”

We not only want to reduce troop
forces and weapons and everything else,
but both sides want to do so. They are
spending billions and billions of dollars
that they could be saving. However, if
we do not give the President of the
United States the power to use in these
talks, he cannot be as successful in the
talks as if he were to have this power.

The action taken this morning in the
Senate on troop reductions will have to be
decided in conference. However, if that
should be agreed to, we will have uni-
laterally reduced the troops and will
have taken muscle out of the President’s
hands.

If we do not expedite the Trident, that
will take muscle out of the President's
hands. We want to put in his hands the
strength he needs to get a general re-
duction of troops and weapons and all
facets of defense so that both sides will
not have to spend as much on defense
in the future. And the best way to do
that is to give him that strength prior to
the conference that is scheduled for
October 30.

Mr. President, the longer range Tri-
dent missiles will even permit basing our
ballistic missile submarines in U.S.
ports. That is something that we
cannot do with the Polaris and the
Poseidon. The range is not good enough.
We can even base the Trident submarine
in one of our ports in this country where
we will not even have to send it far into
the ocean in order to be able to fire the
missile and protect this country. What a
deterrent it would be. No foreign basing
would be required. This would eliminate
the vulnerability of our current ballistic
missile submarine force to international
political action that could deny the use
of one or more foreign bases, thus seri-
ously degrading the effectiveness of the
existing sea-based deterrent.

The Navy has studied over 100 differ-
ent approaches to improving surviva-
bility of our ballistic submarine force.
This issue has also been studied by the
Department of Defense and the system
analyses community. The consensus of
the administration and the Department
of Defense is that the Trident is the
direction in which we must go at once.
And I want to emphasize that. The
opinion of this administration, and they
are presently responsible for foreign
policy, and the opinion of President
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Nixon, our President, the President of
the American people, is that we ought
to do this at once.

It is not only his opinion, but it is also
the opinion of the Defense Department.
They feel that we must move forward at
once and expedite this system in order
to provide the deferrent we need in order
to put into the hands of the President
the military muscle he needs in order
to be successful in these talks.

Mr. President, as I stated a few
moments ago, if I were a Senator in this
body and was undecided on what course
to take, whether to expedite this sub-
marine or not, I would go to the greatest
nuclear expert in the world. He is in this
country and in this city. That is Admiral
Rickover.

Then if I had any further doubts
about the level of strength and where
we stand, I would want to talk to the
“Jane’s Fighting Ships” people. They
are supposed to be the most knowl-
edgeable people in the world on naval
matters.

When I learned that it was possible to
get the editor of “Jane’s Fighting Ships”
to come before the Armed Services Com-
mittee, I made the request that it be
done. He was present before the com-
mittee. His name is Mr. Norman Polmar.
I ask unanimous consent that an excerpt
from his testimony before the commit-
tee be printed in the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

Senator THURMoND. Mr. Polmar, the So-
viets are now deploying a Delta class sub
with a missile range of 4,000 miles. This is
often termed the “Soviet’s Trident.” What
problems do you feel this new subject will
pose for the United States?

Mr. PoLMmar, It makes ASW, anti-Soviet
operations against their missile submarine,
with a missile of more than 4,000 range, vir-
tually lmpossible, because they can essen-
tially sweep the submarine area waters, their
area waters, where they can easily detect and
knock out any forces we may be trying to
counter it with. They can target the United
States without going out either to the mid-
Atlantic or mid-Pacific. It is a Trident mis-
slle range, and indications are that they are
going to build right up to their SALT limit
with this type of submarine,

Senator THURMOND. Mr. Polmar, would you
say that the same principle would apply to
the Trident that we are planning to bulld?

Mr. PoLmar. Yes, sir, in that if we go to a
missile range of 4,000 miles possibly, but
definitely with 6,000 miles, in my opinion, in
the foreseeable future, even the most exotic
ASW systems that people are talking about,
it makes it impossible, because even if it
were possible to detect a submarine that far
from Soviet targets, they would still have the
problem of having to deploy a weapons sys-
tem out there to attack this submarine.

The big problem with this is that we do
not always understand when we build a
weapons system what it will be wvulnerable
to, we do not know how the other side will
react.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I will
not have to go into all he said. I just
want to say that Mr. Polmar said that
the Trident—the weapon we are con-
sidering at the present time as to
whether we are going to expedite it—
frightens the Russians. He said thaf the
Trident is beyond their comprehension.
Mr. Polmar went on to tell the benefits
to this country of going ahead with the
Trident,
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Mr. President, I will read one excerpt
here. It reads as follows:

Senator THURMOND. Mr. Polmar, would you
pay that the same prineiple would apply to
the Trident that we are planning to build?

Mr. PoLMaR, Yes, sir, in that if we go to a
missile range of 4,000 miles possibly, but
definitely with 6,000 miles, in my opinion,
in the foreseeable future, even the most
exotlc ASW systems that people are talking
about, it makes it impossible, because even
if it were possible to detect a submarine that
far from Soviet targets, they would still have
the problem of having to deploy a weapons
system out there to attack this submarine.

The big problem with this is that we do
not always understand when we build a
weapons system what it will be vulnerable
to, we do not know how the other side will
react.

Mr, President, he goes on in his testi-
mony at another point. That excerpt
reads:

Benator THurMoND. You were speaking of
Trident a few moments ago.

As you know, the Congress is now con=-
sidering that very matter. Do you have any
additional views on Trident that you would
care to make at this time?

Mr. President, I did not know what
his answer was going to be. I had not
talked to Mr. Polmar before the hear-
ings. Here is what he said:

Mr. PoLmagr, Just let me, if I may, add to
that.

[In reading Soviet literature and talking
to the Soviets, in looking at submarines his-
torically—I have written several books on
submarine warfare, and I have done some
analyses for varlous people on future sub-
marine operations—Trident concerns the So-
viets, They are very much afraid of Trident
because today there is no way that they can
write a scenario for tomorrow afternoon kill-
ing our strategic missile submarines.

They tell me—I can show you in their 1it-
erature and I can guote some discussions
with them—how they would go after our
Polaris-Poseidon submarines. They think
they would be effective. I have my doubts
about it.

With Trident, once you go up to the 4,000~
mile range, 6,000-mile range with that sub-
marine, it is just beyond comprehension how
to counter that with today's technology or
predicted technology.

I have had the Soviets tell me in their
literature they could kill our missiles, and
how they can kill our Minuteman in a pre-
emptive strike. They are unable to do this
with submarines, because submarines are al-
ways moving.

When you mention Trident to them, it
just throws them off. They cannot cope with
this type of a problem.

The only additional view I would add is
what I sald earller, because I think this
would give us a considerable leverage on the
situation, if you will.]

That was the statement of Mr. Polmar,
one of the most knowledgeable men in
the world on naval matters.

Mr. President, we will put a more com-
plete statement in the REcorp.

Mr. President, in closing, I just want
to say that I hope the Members of this
body, if they have any doubts about this
matter, will resolve it on the side of
strength.

A number of Senators do not have the
time to study these matters as we on the
Armed Services Committee do. They
have their own special fields and their
own commitfees in which to work. How-
ever, if there is any question or doubt in
their minds, it is my sincere hope that
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they will vote to expedite the Trident so
that we may put in the hands of our
President the strength he needs to go
into the mutual reduction conference
and bring about a reduction on the part
of the Soviets as well as ourselves and
not have a unilateral reduction of arms
on the part of the United States which,
to my mind, would be disastrous.

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, I yield
10 minutes to the Senator from South
Dakota.

Mr. ABOUREZEK. Mr. President, first
of all, I want to say that I agree with the
Senator from South Carolina that we
need a Trident program. I am of the
opinion, as he is, that it is the best deter-
rent that this country could have.

However, 1 disagree with the Senator
from South Carolina in his assumption
that the McIntyre-Dominick amend-
ment destroys the Trident program, be-
cause it does not, and that has been the
error in some of the speeches I have
heard in the last few days with regard to
the Trident program.

It is undisputed that the Trident pro-
gram is the most expensive military
hardware procurement program ever
seriously contemplated by the United
States. It seems to me that all too often
in recent years we have been finding
record-breaknig authorization requests
with each new weapond concept that the
Defense Department submits to Congress.
Before Trident, it was a billion-dollar
aircraft carrier, before the carrier, it was
the C-5A, and before that the ABM. This
year alone, there are more than a half
a dozen new weapons proposals which
have been sold to Congress with the fear
that without them, the United States
would lose all of our bargaining chips
with the Soviet Union and most likely
would slip to nothing more than a sec-
ond-class power.

Unfortunately, Mr. President, it ap-
pears that fear has been the guiding
factor in every decision made by Con-
gress on weapons in the past. The De-
fense Establishment knows how to play
the game very well, and the Congress,
who can do nothing but rely on their
military and strategic advice year in and
vear out, has been at the mercy of their
frightening prophecies. It was out of fear
of a Soviet ABM that Congress funded
an MIRV program. It was out of a fear
of a Soviet breakthrough in new surface-
to-surface missiles—SAM—that Con-
gress agreed with the Air Force to build
the now all but forgotten B-70, and it
was fear of Soviet ASW that swiftly
caused us to authorize longer ranged
SLBM's—even though, after almost 10
years, that new ASW threat has yet to
develop. Now again, fear is playing the
dominant role in our determination of
the need of a new submarine-launched
ballistic-missile system. It seems more
than just sheer coincidence that each
time a controversial weapons system is
to be debated in Congress, sudden new
intelligence revelations find their way
into the press. In just the short time that
Trident has been under consideration
this year, DOD intelligence analyists
have been reaping a windfall of new in-
formation for our consumption. Sup-
posedly by sheer coincidence Soviet
MIRV's and popup missiles have been
seen just as the Congress is about to
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take up debate on weapons procurement.
We are told that Soviet breakthroughs in
these fields are eminent, and that, unless
we react immediately to appropriate the
necessary funds for the Defense Depart-
ment’s new bag of weapons, we are sure
to lose every remmnant of superiority we
have left.

Not long ago, in my own office, the
Navy used its trump card of fear as a
final argument for the accelerated Tri-
dent program. Although Navy witnesses
time and again have stated that pres-
ent ASW poses not threat whatever to
Polaris/Poseidon submarines, I was told
that “if the Soviet Union really had the
desire, they could lock on an attack sub-
marine to each and every ballistic mis-
sile submarine we have.

This, among other things I was told,
was why we immediately needed a quieter
sub with longer range.

It is the fear of a breakthrough, it is
the fear of losing a bargaining chip, and
it is the constant fear of losing some kind
of weapons superiority that causes us
to be led by the questionable wisdom of
military war planners.

We are told that we dearly need the
Trident, because of imminent ASW
breakthroughs, and we are told that
without the accelerated Trident schedule
we are sure to lose an important bargain-
ing chip, and we are constantly reminded
that the Soviet Union is building newer
and more capable submarines every year.

As has been said many times during
this debate, it does not really matter, if
Trident is the issue, how many strategic
submarines the Soviet Union is building.
It is the Soviet antisubmarine capacity
we need to be concerned with. With re-
gard to having a longer range missile
firing submarine, there is little question
that we need one, but it is the missile
itself where long range comes in and we
can put a 4,000-mile Trident missile in
the existing Polaris-Poseidon fleet.

As the Senator from South Carolina
agreed a moment ago when I questioned
him, we will not have a missile to put in
the Trident submarine that will not fit
in the Poseidon fleet by 1980, so there is
really no need to build a submarine ahead
of that time.

I have another remark that I wish
to make, Mr. President. On the news
this morning, Admiral Zumwalt was
quoted as saying or implying that So-
viet agents were lobbying on Capitol Hill
against the Trident submarine.

First of all, I would like to ask if Ad-
miral Zumwalt would care to name who
the Soviet agents are, and whom they
have lobbied. Having asked that, I hope
he will respond. I wish to make one com-
ment with regard to Admiral Zumwalt's
statement: I do not believe any U.S.
Senator would allow a Soviet lobbyist in
his office to try to talk about the Trident
submarine. I do not believe it for a min-
ute. It is that kind of military red-bait-
ing, fear and emotionalism that we have
seen too often in debates on defense pro-
curement. That is something I would
have hoped would have ended before
now, but unfortunately, if the merits of
the accellerated Trident program were
as good as we are led to believe by the
military, it would not be necessary for
them to use that kind of fear tactic.

Mr. President, if we are to put stock
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in these arguments we will be doing
nothing but admitting that the rationale
of fear is far more compelling than the
rationale of good commonsense.

Second, the bargaining chip argument,
in some ways the argument most repre-
sentative of the argument of fear, seems
the biggest obfuscation of all. With
almost 5,000 more nuclear warheads
than the Soviet Union, with a far greater
bomber force, with a naval force that
cannot even be compared with the So-
viet Union, we are being told that the 2-
year acceleration in the Trident devel-
opment is essential to maintain an ad-
ditional bargaining chip. It escapes all
logic to attempt to argue that having
the first Trident ready to float in 1978
rather than 1980, has a significant effect
on disarmament talks going on in 1973.

The Russians are not stupid. They
know Congress is committed to a Trident
program. They know we do not want to
abandon it but want to continue it in
an orderly manner. In fact, whatever
the date of initial operation may be, it
matters little what time frame we are
considering in initial deployment. What
does matter is that we are deploying a
new submarine and that they are to be
better than the last ones. What does
matter is that the Russians know that
we have made a decision, that we are
building a new submarine which we will
deploy eventually.

With regard to the arguments raised
on the hull life of the existing Polaris-
Poseidon fleet, we have heard it argued
a great many times in the last few days,
and I have heard it specifically from Ad-
miral Zumwalt, that Polaris-Poseidon
has a 20-year life.

There was testimony in the Armed
Services Committee that the submarines
in our Polaris-Poseidon fleet will capa-
bly operate for at least 25 years. The 20-
vear argument was glossed over before
the committee, where they could be ques-
tioned on it. It is now being presented in
private lobbying sessions, where many
Senators do not have the information
available to question the arguments of
the admirals.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield at that point?

Mr. ABOUREZK. I yield.

Mr. TOWER. Would the Senator op-
erate a 25-year-old sub at the same depth
he would a 20-year-old sub?

Mr. ABOUREZEK. Would I operafe a
25-year-old sub at the same depth of a
20-year-old sub?

Mr. TOWER. Yes, one programed for
20 vears, but has a life more than that.

Mr. ABOUREZK. Let me first respond
by asking the Senator what that has to
do with the Navy statements that we
can easily operate a 25-year-old sub?

Mr. TOWER. When one operates a
large submarine over a period of 20
years, obviously we allow for margins of
safety and we build in that margin of
safety. Conceivably, a submarine de-
signed to operate for 20 years would still
operate for 20 to 28 years, but a great
part of its programed life depends on
how such a sub is operated.

Mr. ABOUREZK. I am only relating
what the Navy themselves have said on
the subject.

Mr. TOWER. We run certain risks.
The Navy will not operate the older subs

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

at test depths because of the hazards
involved to the men aboard, which
means that the sub would have to op-
erate closer——

Mr. ABOUREZK. Let me ask the Sen-
ator what hazards he is referring to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BmeN). The time of the Senator has
now expired.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield
myself 2 minutes so that I will not be
encroaching on the Senator’s time.

The point is, when we operate at a
lower depth, of course, the hull gets tired
just as an airplane fuselage gets tired
with age and its structural members get
tired and become more vulnerable. So
we cannot operate——

Mr. ABOUREZK. Is it the cracking of
the hulls which the Senator is referring
to as the threat?

Mr. TOWER. If we stretch out the life
of the hull we increase its vulnerability
because they have to operate the ship at
a shallower depth and that makes the
submarine more vulnerable to attack.

Mr. ABOUREZK. I would like the Sen-
ator to clarify his concern so that I
might respond to the specific question.

Mr. TOWER. The Senator has heard
talk abvout pooh-poohing the life of these
ships, that they can last from 25 to 28
vears, when the fact is it means they
have to operate at shallower depths, and
have to operate where the margin of
safety is much narrower which makes
the ship more vulnerable to attack. I
wanted to make those points.

Mr. ABOUREZK. If the Senator is say-
ing the hull itself is in danger after a
20-year period, I would like to advise
the Senator from Texas that yesterday,
in a conversation with Admirals Zum-
walt and Kaufman, I was informed, in
answer to my question on this point that
it was not the strength of the hull that
they were concerned about. Even the
Navy is not concerned about age on that
score.

Mr. TOWER. The Senator says they
did not talk about testing the hull?

Mr. ABOUREZK. They did not talk
about that.

Mr. TOWER. They did not talk about
the depth of operation of submarines?

Mr. ABOUREZK. They did not, when
I asked them,

Mr, TOWER. The fact is, the closer
to the surface we bring a sub the more
vulnerable we make it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator's 2 minutes have expired.

Mr. ABOUREZE. Mr. President, may I
have 5 more minutes?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I was
told that I would follow the Senator’s 10
minutes.

Mr. ABOUREZK. I have a few remain-
ing comments to make.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire has the floor.

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, how
much time do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire has 59 min-
utes remaining.

Mr. ABOUREZK. I need 5 more min-
utes.

Mr. McINTYRE. I yield the Senator
from South Dakota 5 more minutes and
would suggest to him that any more
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vielding he take out of his own time.
[Laughter.]

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Dakota is recognized
for 5 additional minutes.

Mr, ABOUREZK. Mr. President, the
final argument—that the Soviet Navy is
building SLBM's—is the hardest of all to
understand in justifying building the Tri-
dent 2 years faster. Apparently the Navy
is counting on the Soviet Union to use
their missile-carrying submarines to
ram the sides of our submarines in some
new ASW effort. Why else would the rate
of construction of Soviet subs be relevant
in any way to the development of a fol-
low-on to our Poseidons? These vessels
do not fight one another and their num-
bers and rate of construction is totally
irrelevant to any valid discussion of the
matter. It is, however, another example
of the rationale of fear. If the Soviet
Union is building submarines, we have to
build submarines, if for no other reason
than to demonstrate that we, too, can
build every last weapon of total annihi-
lation that man is capable of imagining.

It is the realization that fear has been
a motivating factor in considerations in-
volviny weapons requests in the past that
we must now come to grips with in the
debate on the Trident submarine con-
struction schedule. Will we allow the ped-
dlers of fear again to convince us that
antisubmarine warfare breakthroughs
are imminent, or that we lose a valuable
bargaining chip in moving the Trident
back to its original schedule? I sincerely
hope not, Mr. President. Rather, I hope
that good commonsense on this issue will
prevail. The return to an orderly devel-
opment of Trident would, in no way,
Jjeopardize our position either on the seas
or on the bargaining table. It would,
however, allow the largest single amount
for a single weapons system in this year’'s
research and development request—a
total of $642 million, which is a savings
this year of $885.4 million and almost
a billion dollar savings next year.

The amendment would allow construec-
tion of the first submarine to continue
uninterrupted. It would help insure that
the chances of waste and error, most
common in accelerated development pro-
grams, are kept to an absolute minimum.
And rather than diminishing our effec-
tiveness at SALT, it enhances our posi-
tion by allowing us far more flexibility to
respond to future ASW and demonstrates
to the Soviet Union that a time tested
and reliable submarine system is now
easily within our reach.

The arguments resulting from good,
plain commonsense are compelling ones.
They do not play on anyone's fears, they
do not need to rely on some new intel-
ligence estimate that shows the Soviet
Union working on some new weapons
system, and they are not above rationale
of any man. Rather than the dictates
of fear, these commonsense arguments
quickly demonstrate a powerful case for
returning to a more orderly develop-
ment of a Trident system. I associate my-
self with those Senators expressing these
sensible arguments and urge my col-
leagues to [oin in the effort to steer away
from the dangerous traps of fear.

Mr. President, I urge adoption of the
McIntyre-Dominick amendment,
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I thank the Senator from New Hamp-
shire for yielding me this time.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the argu-
ments of the distinguished Senator from
Washington and of the distinguished
Senator from South Carolina over the
past few days have reinforced my convie-
tion that the Trident program should
proceed at the most rapid practical rate.
While I respect the judgment of the jun-
for Senator from New Hampshire, and
his efforts to cut the burden of Govern-
ment spending, I think that his amend-
ment could put us in a very tight situa-
tion within the next 5 years.

As I understand the Senator’'s amend-
ment, he would stretch out the procure-
ment schedule of the Trident submarines
over a longer period of time than the
schedule approved by the Armed Services
Committee. The main economic effect of
this would be to spread the cost over
a greater number of years.

Yet we all know what inflation has
done to our defense purchasing power.
In terms of constant dollars, the fiscal
year 1968 budget was 50 percent higher
than fiscal year 1974. The probability is
that inflation will continue to eat away
at the defense budget. The effect of post-
poning procurement of the 10 Tridents
from 2 to 5 years would doubtless erase
any of the proposed economic benefits.

But what is more important is that if
you lay out the procurement schedule
for the 10 Tridents proposed in the
amendment on top of the in-serve his-
tory of the first 15 Polaris/Poseidon sub-
marines that they will replace, you find
that the amendment would bring on the
new boats in the 20th and even 21st
years of the old ones.

Considering that 20 years of service is
maximum before wear and tear and ob-
solescence sets in, Senator MCINTYRE'S
schedule coincides perfectly with the
phasing out of the old submarines. It is,
in fact, a little too perfect. It presumes
a perfection in human affairs that is sel-
dom achieved, particularly in the bureau-
cratic process of procurement. It makes
little allowance for shakedown and test-
ing of each vessel. It also assumes that
nothing is going to happen to the Po-
laris/Poseidon fleet that would prema-
turely put vessels out of commission, or
that the Soviets make no breakthroughs
in submarine warfare that would restrict
the Polaris/Poseidon mission.

It is indeed unrealistic to expect these
old submarines, marvels though they may
be of modern technology, to operate ef-
ficiently for more than 20 years. We all
know what happens to an automobile
when it is heavily used and it gets to be
3 or 4 years old. We can keep such a car
running, but it takes constant repairs,
and the vehicle is out of service when it
is most needed.

Admiral Rickover, whose experience in
this fleld is unequaled, testified before
the House Appropriations Committee as
follows:

Admiral RickoverR. Our Polaris and Po-
seidon submarines are operated hard with
two crews. They have been operating far
more than almost any ships in naval his-
tory. Their machinery is getting old and is
wearing out after this hard usage. It is diffi-
cult to replace it because the factories no
longer make the equipment and they are
1o longer tooled up for it and they would,
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In some cases, have to build new tools to
make the old machinery.

When I was a young officer, our ships used
to operate at sea about fifty to seventy days
a year. Our Polaris submarines operate some-
thing like 240 days a year. That is a 300 to
400 per cent increase in yearly operation.
These submarines have been designed well,
we have trained the people, and selected
them well—

Mr. Sixes. Are we wearing them out just
spinning our wheels when 1t lsn't necessary?

Admiral RicKkoverR. We do not know when
or if it will be necessary to use the Polaris
and Poseidon submarines. We cannot tell.
That is the whole point. We believe that
there would be a greater chance of war if
we did not have them on patrol. That is why
we keep them at sea so much . . .

So far we have conducted 1,024 patrols. We
have had 61,500 days of Polaris and Poseidon
submarine operations. It is unreasonable to
expect them to operate more than twenty
years without having major breakdowns.

Mr. President, so far as I am con-
cerned, such testimony is persuasive that
the Polaris/Poseidon submarines ought
not to be pushed hard in the declining
period of their useful life. The com-
mittee version is prudent in allowing
for an overlap in the time period be-
tween the old and new systems, and I
fully support it.

Mpr. President, I have also read with
great interest an interview on the Tri-
dent situation conducted by the Ameri-
can Security Council with Dr. William
Schneider. Dr. Schneider, who is on the
staff of the distinguished junior Senator
from New York (Mr., BuckLEY) is well
known around the Hill as one of the most
knowledgeable experts on the Hill in the
field of defense strategy. I ask unani-

mous consent that the interview be
printed in the ReEcorp at the conclusion
of my remarks.

There being no objection, the interview
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

INTERVIEW ON THE TRIDENT SITUATION

A warning that attempts to cut back or
slow down development of America’s planned
“super-submarine,” the Trident, could
cripple U.8. efforts to deter nuclear war has
been sounded by a leading authority on mili-
tary technology.

Dr, Willlam Schneider, consultant to the
Hudson research institute and adviser to Sen-
ator James Buckley (R-Conn., N.Y.), said
a Liberal-led effort in the Senate to slash this
year's Trident budget from 1.5 billion dollars
to 642 million dollars could have far-
reaching consequences for the entire U.S.
defense posture.

Following is the text of an interview with
Dr. Schneider by the American Security
Council’s Washington Report:

Question, Why do you think the Trident
submarine program is important to the
United States?

Dr. ScHNEIDER. *The Trident program is one
of the keys to our long term future. It is a
means of hedging against adverse develop-
ments that would otherwise threaten not only
our existing missile-firing submarine force
but also our other strategic forces, namely
our landbased ICBM's (inter-continental
ballistic missiles), and our manned bombers,
namely the B-52 and the FB-111 aircraft.

““At the present time the United States has
a missile-firing submarine capability in a
type called the Poseidon and a similar sub-
marine which fires a missile known as the
Polaris. These missiles have a range of 2,500
to 3,000 miles. Because many major Soviet
targets are located in the central part of the
Soviet Union, the area of ocean in which
these vessels have to hide is relatively small.

September 26, 1973

This is one of the things that has motivated
the Defense Department to look for a differ-
ent kind of submarine, a submarine that
could stay further offshore and yet still reach
inland targets. This is Important also be-
cause of the possible developments of Soviet
anti-submarine warfare techniques that
would make the submarines with shorter
missile ranges vulnerable to detection.

“Further, the Soviets have deployed large
numbers of very heavy payload ballistic mis-
slles which are capable of, under at least
some circumstances, destroying our land
based forces. This would mean that our only
remaining forces might be those at sea. If we
don't take the necessary precautions of mak-
ing sure that our sea-based force can suc-
cessfully evade any plausible improvement
in anti-submarine warfare—it might come up
in the 1980’s—strategic forces—our ICBM’s,
our land based bombers, and our sea-based
submarine force—might suddenly be vul-
nerable and an American President could
face a political crisis in which he would have
no other alternative but to back down with-
out a shot being fired.

“The Trident program, because of the
4,000-plus mile range of its first generation
of missiles, and the 6,000 mile-plus range
of the second generation, would give 13 mil-
lion square miles more ocean in which the
submarine could roam and thus evade Soviet
aircraft and naval vessels that are seeking
to destroy the submarines. This gives the
President an added measure of security at a
time when the strategic parity that has
emerged between the U.S. and the Soviet
Union might otherwise be threatening.”

Question. What would be the effect of the
two-year slowdown If they cut the funds
back and the research and development of
the Trident—what would be the effect in
your estimation?

Dr. ScENEDER. "I think there are two ef-
fects. The first effect deals with our ability
to negotiate with the Soviets. At the time
the first round of SALT—Strategic Arms Lim-
itation Talks—resulted in agreement, the
President advised Mr. Brezhnev that the
Unlted States would make an effort to have
an alternative new strategic weapon system
deployed if the strategic arms limitation
talks did not achieve satisfactory results by
1977. If there is a delay of two years, this
would be read by the Soviets as an indica-
tion of American unwillingness to maintain
the strategic advantage it should otherwise
have. As a consequence, we will be percelved
as weak and will correspondingly lose in
the delicate negotiations that are now In
progress in Helsinki.

“A second difficulty with a two-year slow-
down in the Trident system Is the possibility
of longer stretch-outs. The inability to pro-
cure long leave-time items that would enable
you to bring the force on In 1978 might
mean, because of inflation and other things,
that we would have to eat into defense re-
sources and slow down production even fur-
ther. As a consequence, we might well be
faced with a situation where we don't have
any new submarines coming along to replace
the present Polaris Force which by then
would be more than 20 years old.

Question. Critics of the Trident program
and of the defense budget as a whole, argue
that the more that we put into our military
program, the less likely the Soviet Union
might be to mellow and negotiate from a
standpoint of reasonableness. How do you
feel about this?

Dr. Scunemer. “The evidence looks the
other way. I think we can go back to 1968,
for example, when Congress had an extensive
debate on President Johnson's proposed Sen-
tinel anti-ballistic system. Three days after
Congress authorized construction of the
Sentinel anti-ballistic missile system, the
Soviets responded to a three-year-old invita-
tion to join in Strateglc Arms Limitation
Talks.

“It appears that there is every indication
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from the evidence of Soviet behavior that
Soviets tend to respond to displays of
strength and determination and resolve and
tend to exploit an advantage and become in-
creasingly obstreperous. I think the Soviets
have taken advantage of what they perceive
as American unwillingness to challenge
Soviet leadership and have taken this as an
opportunity to suppress their dissidence. It
seems clear to me that we will be able more
effectively to achieve an understanding and
a means of coexisting with the Soviets only
if we maintain the determination to run the
race, so to speak.”

Question. You see no indication of relaxa-
tion in their military buildup?

Dr. ScHNEIDER. “No, in fact, all the evidence
seems to support the advice that Mr. Brezh-
nev gave President Nixon in May of 1972
when he advised the President that the So-
viets had every intention of pushing ahead
full speed in areas that were not constrained
by SALT and we've seen this in a number of
ways. The Soviets have developed a new
launching technique for their ICBM’s which
will enable them to carry heavier warheads;
they have improved their guidance systems
for their submarines; they have already de-
ployed three submarines which are the
equivalent of our Trident-system, namely
a 4,600 mile missile. The main difference is
that their submarine is so much smaller it
will carry only half as many missiles. Never-
theless, they have already got a 4,500 mile
missile in the water where the U.S. is, at best,
three or four years away from such a system.”

Question. What year would you percelve
right now as being the critical year for the
United States in terms of the nuclear bal-
ance?

Dr. ScueneEmeR. “In terms of gquantifying
things, the Boviet strategic advantage will
become starkest in 1977 when the Soviets
achieve their limit in their deployment of
nuclear subs, namely 62 of the modern “Y
class” type or Delta class submarines, while
the U.S. will not have deployed a single new
strategic system since 1967. We still have the
Minute-man force which was deployed last
in 1967, the Polaris type submarines which
were last deployed in 1966 and the B-52, the
most modern version of which went out of
production in 1962, The Soviets, on the other
hand, will have a visible force that is less
than ten years old for the most part, and
the force will be quantitatively superior. The
unresolved question is how will they behave
diplomatically in relation to their perception
of gquantitative superlority?”

Question. Is this why the Trident and the
B-1 and our other programs are extremely
important?

Dr. ScHNEmER, “Yes, important not only
for their own sake, in that they contribute
to our security, but also because of the ef-
fect our willingness to continue to maintain
our strength will have on future Soviet
behavior.”

Question. One last question: How do you
answer the argument that we've already
achieved “over-kill”? That word keeps pop-
ping up again and again, that it’s not neces-
sary to build any more new missiles or do
any more MIRVing because we've already
achieved the abllity to wipe out the other
side.

Dr. ScHNEER. “It's a very popular, and,
in many ways, understandable, impulse when
you count up the enormous ‘kill’ potential in
millions of ton equivalents of TNT, but the
fact that is always relevant in war is how
much can you actually apply to a battlefield.
When you look at this it becomes quite a
different question. It’s much like the state-
ment that we have enough rope to hang
every citizen in the Soviet Union several
times, but the question is you cannot get the
average Soviet citizen to stand still long
enough for you to do that.

“Since we as a nation would not consider
a first strike, we have to be in a position
where we can absorb the first strike and still
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have enough remaining to persuade any So-
viet citizen or Soviet leader that it would
not be to his advantage to inltlate a strike
in the first place. When you have that kind
of requirement, the raw megatonnage count
really s not a relevant statistic. What is
relevant is how much in the way of fire-
power you can actually apply in a real
engagement.”

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, I
yield 15 minutes to the Senator from
Arkansas (Mr. FULBRIGHT) .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas is recognized for 15
minutes.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, the
Members of Congress, and especially the
Senate, have been subjected to an un-
usually vigorous and sustained lobbying
campaign by the members of the Mili-
tary Establishment in recent weeks. This
campaign of personal, direct lobbying on
the Members of Congress is backed up
by a spate of news releases to the press
and by comments from the puppet col-
umnists of the Pentagon.

All of this pressure upon Congress just
before we vote is an annual exercise
which surely all Members will recognize
for what it really is.

Recently, several articles in the press
described the newly discovered “popup”
missile being developed by the Russians.
This is symptomatic of another well-co-
ordinated Defense Department lobbying
effort similar in intensity to the ABM
campaign of 1969. For the benefit of
those who may have forgotten the
famous “Starbird memorandum,” which
was exposed by the Washington Post and
which revealed the extraordinary magni-
tude of that earlier effort, I ask unani-
mous consent to have this memorandum
printed in the Recoro.

There being no objection, the memo-
randum was ordered to be printed in
the Recorp, as follows:

PUBLIC AFFAIRS PLAN FOR THE SENTINEL

SysTEM

1. References:

a. Part No. 1.01, subject: Sentinel System
Charter, SSMP, 38 Nov. 1967.

b. DOD Memorandum OASD(PA) 22/1,
subject: Sentinel System Public Affairs
Plan, 156 March 1988.

c. AR 360-11, subject: Army Information
Guidance for Sentinel Program, 23 August
1968.

d. AR 1-20, subject: Administration Leg-
islative Liaison, 26 Jan. 1967.

2. Purpose and scope:

a. This plan establishes guidelines, im-
plements policy and assigns responsibilities
for an active public affair program on a
country-wide basis regarding the Sentinel
System and the Sentinel deployment pro-
gram; it sets forth specific DA information
objectives and milestones, suggests certain
techniques and delineates responsibilities
for the planning, execution and evaluation
thereof.

b. The provisions of this plan apply to all
U.5. Army elements and to all individual in-
dustrial firms and civilian contractors par-
ticipating in the production and deployment
of the Sentinel System.

3. Background:

8. On September 18, 1967, the Secretary
of Defense announced the decision to pro-
duce and deploy a Communist Chinese-
oriented ballistic missile defense system.
This system will be deployed at 15 to 20 lo-
cations in the continental United States,
Alaska, and Hawail. On November 3, 19867,
the Secretary of Defense named this bal-
listic missile defense system the Sentinel
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System and announced the appointment of
LTG Alfred D. Starbird as the Sentinel
System Manager (SENSM). Also on Novem-
ber 3, 1967, the Secretary of the Army ap-
proved and issued the Sentinel System
Charter which, in part, states: “The Senti-
nel System Manager will develop and, when
s0 directed, assure the timely, effective de-
ployment of the Sentinel System, and will
provide a single point of contact within the
Department of the Army for the coordina-
tion and direction of all activities pertaining
to the Sentinel Systems. ... The Sentinel
System Manager, within instructions issued
by the Chief of Staff of the Army, will exer-
cise staff supervision over all Army Staff
elements and participating organizations of
the Department of the Army for planning,
direction, and control of the Sentinel pro-
gram. . . . The Sentinel System Manager will
utilize to the maximum extent, compatible
with System requirements and within guid-
ance issued by the Chief of Staff, the func-
tional and process oriented capabilities of
the Army Stafl. . . .”

b. Opposition to the Sentinel deployment
decision has arisen and been publicly ex-
pressed in three sectors of public opinion:
in certain segments of the U.S. Congress, in
sclentific circles and In citizen/public offi-
cial interest groups in local communities.
Congressional and scientific opposition cen-
ters around questions as the Sentinel tech-
nical and operational feasibility, cost, dis-
armament, the international arms race and
national priorities and is national in scope.
The local interest groups raise these same
national questions but also base their oppo-
sition to the Sentinel deployment decision
on various factors stemming directly from
such actions and proposed actions as (1) site
selection and validation activities, (2) real
estate acquisition, (3) effects of construc-
tion on the local environment, and (4)
eventual impact of the Sentinel installation
and its personnel on the community. Initial
adverse reaction from private citizens and
local public officials has been the direct re-
sults of site validation and acquisition ac-
tions which are a necessary prelude to the
initiation of construction operations, and
are vital to the Sentinel program.

¢. The SENSM, in coordination with OCLL
and OCINFO, will conduct a public affairs
program, on a country-wide basis, to accom-
plish the objectives established herein.

4. Objectives: The objectives of the pro-
Eram are:

a. To gain public understanding of the
reasons for a United States ballistic missile
defense (BMD) system oriented on the de-
veloping Communist Chinese offensive ICBM
nuclear capability,

b. To insure that all sectors of public opin-
ion are fully informed of Sentinel System de-
velopments, progress, effectiveness and objec-
tives (within the bounds of national secu-
rity).

c. To inform the public regarding the rea-
sons for the Sentinel deployment decision,
the rationale behind it and why it is neces-
sary and important to obtain real estate for
use as Sentinel operational sites in particu-
lar geographic areas in implementing the
Sentinel deployment decision.

d. To gain the understanding of the people
of affected communities by keeping them
informed of Sentinel oriented activities in
their area. Such information will explain
the general methods of site selection and
validation, the local and national importance
of the site, and the impact of Sentinel-con-
nected activities in the community.

c. To provide timely, factual, and authori-
tative information by:

(1) Timely release of iInformation on
activities which will affect local communities.

(2) Responding to queries for information,

(3) Providing briefings and information
fact sheets to members of Congress (OCLL
coordination required), local governmental
leaders and officials, military audiences, sci-




31534

entific, fraternal, and civic groups and orga-
nizations, and representatives of news media.

(4) Preparing informational or educational
articles for general news and mass commu-
nication media, military, sclentific and pro-
fessional journals that are service-oriented.

(5) Preparing exhibits for showing before
appropriate groups.

5. Concept: This program will use a gradual
approach to the attainment of the objectives
stated above. The thrust of the program will
be directed primarily toward explaining the
military requirement and strategic concepts
Inherent in the Sentinel deployment deci-
sion. As subordinate but related goals, the
program will emphasize that the Sentinel
System 1is specifically designed to meet a
strategic defensive military requirement;
that it is being deployed in an efficient and
economical manner; that it is designed to
provide a defense against a possible Com-
munist Chinese nuclear ICBM attack through
the late 1970's; (with the capability to con-
tinue to deny or at least substantially reduce
damage from threats in later years); that it
concurrently provides a limited added defen-
sive capability over our Minuteman ICBM
sites with the option of improving that de-
fense if needed; that it provides added pro-
tection of our population against a possible
accidental ICBM launch by any one of the
world’s nuclear powers; that it will compli-
cate any attack on the United States by the
Soviet Union; that its effectiveness In fulfill-
ing its national missions requires the acquisi-
tion of Sentinel operational sites in certain
selected areas for the emplacement of its mis-
siles and radars.

6. Responsibilities:

a. SENSM will monitor the overall program
for CofSA and will be consulted on all sub-
stantive implementing decisions or actions,

b. CINFO will:

(1) Berve as the initial DA staff level point
of contact and coordinating agent on all pub-
lic affairs matters pertaining to the program.

(2) Assume for the SENSM overall respon-
sibility for coordination of all Sentinel, pub-
lic affairs matters with the Army staff, other
sgervices when appropriate, applicable Unified
and Specified Commands, and OASD(PA).

(3) Provide support and assistance to
SENSM, as feasible and appropriate, in im-
plementing the SENTINEL public affairs pro-

Aam.
lF(&] Arrange speaking engagements, as ap-
propriate, for the CofSA, VCofSA, and senior
members of the Army staff to provide op-
portunities for public explanation of the
SENTINEL System.

(5) Establish within OCINFO a Sentinel
Public Affairs Coordinating Committee
(SBENPACC) to provide for perlodic review,
advice and on-going coordination, develop-
ment and evaluation of the Sentinel public
affairs program. The membership of this com-
mittee will include, but not be limited to,
representatives from the following com-
mands and agencies: OCINFO, OCLL, Chief
of Engineers, ODCSOPS, OCRD, and the Sen-
tinel System Organization (SENSCOM 1.0).
The SENPACC will meet periodically on the
call of CINFO and submit appropriate anal-
yses and recommendations to SENSM
through CINFO.

¢. OCLL, DA will:

(1) Provide support and assistance to
SENSM as appropriate in implementing the
SENTINEL Public Affairs Program.

(2) Provide a representative to SENPACC.

(3) Coordinate with OATSD(LA) as appro-
priate.

d. ODCSOPS, DA will:

(1) Provide support in those SENTINEL
public affairs related to the military require-
ment and strategic concept of the SEN-
TINEL System.

(2) Provide a representative to SENPACC.

e. OCRD, DA will:

(1) Provide support in those SENTINEL
public affairs areas relating to scientific and
technical matters or to the Nike-X Advanced
Development Program.
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(2) Provide a representative to SENPACC.

f. OCE, DA will:

(1) Provide support in those Sentinel pub-
lic affairs areas relating to Sentinel Systems
real estate acquisition and facilities design
and construction,

(2) Provide a representative to SENPACC.

g. All elements of the Sentinel System Or-
ganization, CONARC, AMC, ARADCOM, and
STRATCOM will provide support in those
Sentinel public affairs areas germane to
their mission and functional areas and as
specifically assigned elsewhere in this plan.

h. The basic public affairs responsibilities
of CINFO, SENSM, and participating organi-
zations are included in AR 360-11. The
SENSM has established as his staff agent for
administration of the Sentinel Public Affairs
Program the Information Officer assigned as
Chief of the Information Office of the SENS-
COM. The SENSCOM Information Officer will
coordinate all Sentinel public affairs matters
for the SENSM and will be the principal
point of contract within the Sentinel System
Organization on such matters.

i. Within instructions issued by the
SENSM and SENSCOM Information Officer
may clear and release the information de-
scribed in paragraph 5.a(3), AR 360-11.

J. Time phases for the execution of the
Sentinel Public Affairs Program are estab-
lished in paragraph 4.a, AR 860-11. Basic
responsibilities are with CG, ARADCOM dur-
ing Phase I (initial briefings of public of-
ficials), the SENSCOM Information Officer
acting for the SENSM during Phase IT (prior
to 1I0C) and (with CINCONAD, CINCPAC)
during Phase 1IT (subsequent to the IOC of
individual sites).

k. The SENSCOM Information Officer will
coordinate activities pertaining to visit to
Sentinel installations, facilitles or sites by
representatives of news media or the public
during Phase II, and will advise OCINFO
directly on appropriate matters, with an in-
formation copy of all notifications furnished
to the SENSM, CINCONAD and CINCPAC
exercise this responsibility during Phase IIIL.

1. Sentinel information release requests
will be processed through the SENSCOM
Information Officer, who will transmit his
recommendations to OCINFO for staffing
within the DA, and, as necessary, with ap-
propriate Unified and Specified Commands,
and OASD(PA). It will be the responsi-
bility of OCINFO to coordinate all proposed
releases with the BENSM. The following
schedule will apply:

(1) News releases and photos will arrive
at the SENSCOM Information Office not less
than 15 working days before the intended
release date.

(2) Speeches and films will arrive at the
SENSCOM Information Office not less than
25 working days before the intended publica-
tion date.

(3) Briefing texts and technical papers
will arrive at the SENSCOM Information
Office not less than 25 working days before
the intended publication date.

m. The following expands upon the state-
ments of responsibilities contained in AR
360-11 only to the extent required to assure
accomplishment of all aspects of the total
public affairs program.

(1) CG, ARADCOM:

{(a) Plan, supervise and execute the
SENTINEL public information and public
affairs responsibilities assigned in AR 360
11, and assure appropriate coordination
with other participating organizations.

{b) During Phase II, submit proposed
SENTINEL related public information re-
leases, not previously cleared, to SENSCOM
Information Officer for review and appropri-
ate action.

(c) Support and assist the SENTINEL
information and public affairs activities of
SENSCOM, USAEDH, SENLOG, STRATCOM
and SENSEA.

(2) CG, SENSCOM:
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PHASES I AND 11

(a) Monitor and coordinate for the

SENSM overall Sentinel public affairs and
public information activities.

{(b) Purnish necessary data on Sentinel
public information and public affalrs mat-
ters as appropriate to SENSM and OCINFO,
DA.

(¢) Review proposed information material
to Include displays and obtain clearance for
its use from the SENSM, OCINFO, DA; and
DODOASD(PA) as appropriate.

(d) Coordinate with OCINFO, DA and
SENSO proposed information actions involy-
ing other military services, i.e., Sentinel Sys-
tem tests requiring Navy or Air Force
launched target vehicles or interface with
Navy or Air Force operational systems of
those under development.

(e) Review and coordinate with OCINFO,
DA and SENSO, information plans prepared
by major DA commands and agencies.

(f) Coordinate with OCINFO, DA and
SENSO appropriate Congressional notifica-
tlons through OCLL, DA concerning Senti-
nel information to be released,

(g) Advise SENSM and OCINFO, DA of
impending developments in the Sentinel in-
formation program.

(h) Provide individuals to brief Members
of Congress, public officials, news media rep-
resentatives and the public as stipulated by
SENSM.

PHASE I

(a) Provide CG, ARADCOM with qualified
members of the Phase I initial briefing teams
&5 authorized by SENSM.,

(b) Assist other DA commands and staff
agencies as appropriate.

PHASE II

(a) Conduct Sentinel Community Rela-
tions briefings as appropriate.

(b) During Phase II(a) and Phase II(b)
monitor, coordinate and assist the commu-~
nity relations activities (AR 360-61) of the
Division Engineer, USAEDH, at potential or
approved Sentinel sites, as appropriate,

(¢) During Phase II (c) plan, supervise and
conduct community relations activities (AR
360-61) at approved Sentinel sites.

(d) Review for technical accuracy, secu-
rity and consonance with SENSM policy pro-
Posed information materials submitted by
all participating organizations and contrac-
tors; submit to OCINFO, DA for clearance as
required by references b and ¢; advise origi-
nating agency and OCINFO of changes in the
text of the proposed material made during
the SENSCOM review.

(e) Conduct other public information and
public affairs activities in consonance with
the responsibilities of the SENSM as speci-
fied herein and in AR 360-11,

PHASE III

Provide such public affairs assistance as
may be required to facilitate turn-over of
Sentinel sites to CONAD/PACOM and to in-
sure continuity and consistency of Sentinel
site community relations activities with on-
going Phase II community relations activ-
ities at other sites.

(3) Division Engineer, USAEDH:

PHASES I AND II

(a) Coordinate and supervise the Sentinel
Information, public relations and commu-
nity relations activities of Engineer Districts
and Divisions.

(b) Submit public information releases
concerning Sentinel related engineer activi-
ties which contain material or information
not previously cleared for publication
through the SENSCOM Information Officer
for review and appropriate action.

(c) In coordination with SENSCOM con-
duct, as appropriate, other Sentinel publie
information and public affairs activities.

(d) Provide individuals to brief Members of
Congress, public officials, news media rep-
resentatives, and the public as stipulated
by SENSM.
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(e) Provide CG, ARADCOM and CG,
SENSCOM with qualified members of the
ARADCOM initial briefing team and sub-
sequent SENSCOM briefing teams as re-
quired.

(f) Support and assist the Sentinel related
public information and public affairs activ=-
itles of CG, ARADCOM as appropriate.

(g) During Phase II(a) and Phase II(b),
in coordination with CG, SENSCOM, plan,
supervise and execute Sentinel public in-
formation, public affairs and community re-
lations (AR 360-61) activities, as appropri-
ate, in Engineer Divisions and Districts.

(h) During Phase 1I(c), support and assist
the Sentinel public information, public af-
fairs and community relations activities of
CG, SENSCOM, as appropriate.

(4) CG, SENLOG: Support and assist the
Sentinel information and public affairs ac-
tivities of ARADCOM, SENSCOM, USAEDH,
STRATCOM and SENSEA, as well as other
participating organizations, as appropriate.

(5) CO, BENSEA: Support and assist the
Sentinel information and public affairs ac-
tivities of ARADCOM, BENSCOM, USAEDH,
SENLOG and STRATCOM, as well as other
participating organizations, as appropriate.

(6) Other Participating Organizations:

(a) Plan, supervise and execute appropri-
ate public information and public affairs
activities in consonance with DA policy as
stated in AR 360-11 and this document.

(b) Support and assist the Sentinel in-
formation and public affairs activities of
SENSM, ARADCOM, USAEDH and other
commands and agencies as appropriate.

(c) Coordinate all SENSM identified ac-
tivities through the SENSCOM Information
Officer.

7. EXECUTION: The SENTINEL System
public affairs program will be a responsive
implementation of the policy guldance con-
tained in references (a), (b), (¢), and (d) as
expanded and restated herein.

a. Information Kit. A kit will be assembled
and distributed to all commands (to include
applicable Unified and Specified Commands)
and apgencies participating in the Sentinel
Bystem Program for use in response to re-
quests for information and to serve as back-
ground information.

(1) The SENSM will have the overall re-
sponsibility for assembling the kit and for
procuring appropriate inputs to it from all
commands and agencies participating in the
Sentinel System Program and for processing
its contents.

(2) The kit will include, but ghall not be
limited to, the following:

(a) Kit folder.

(b) A fact sheet on the Sentinel System
which tells within the bounds of security
regulations: What the Sentinel System mis-
sion is; what the functions of major Sentinel
subsystems and components are; how the
Sentinel System will operate; when deployed
in CONUS, that Sentinel will be an opera-
tional element of CONAD; and when de-
ployed in Hawaii, that Sentinel will be an
operational element of PACOM; its defensive
coverage area (schematic national footprint
chart) and how operational sites are selected,
validated and acquired for Sentinel radars
and missiles.

(e) A chart showing all commands, agen-
cles, contractors and subcontractors partic-
ipating In the Sentinel Program together
with a capsulized statement of mission or
contract requirements,

(d) A listing of Sentinel information mile-
stones as specified herein. (See Inclosure 1
hereto)

(e) Bilographies and photos of key service
personalities associated with the Sentinel
System Program.

(f) Photos or artist-concept sketches of
Sentinel missiles, radars, site lay-outs and
test or training installations.

(g) Copies of all news releases of national
import which have been made on the Sen-
tinel Program.
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(h) Copies of major speeches or articles
pertaining to the Sentinel System considered
appropriate for general distribution.

(1) Copies of major statements or testi-
mony on the Sentinel Bystem made by key
DOD and DA personalities.

b. Press Releases.

(1) Press releases will be made when jus-
tified by newsworthy Sentinel activities ex-
ecuted in the public environment or by the
accomplishment of a Sentinel Information
Milestone (see AR 360-11 and Inclosure 1,
hereto, for Sentinel Information Milestones).
Such releases will normally originate with
the Army element or Sentinel contractor or
subcontractor having immediate responsi-
bility for or cognizance of the event being
reported. Releases will be cleared as required
by AR 360-11.

(2) Requests for Information about the
Sentinel program received from members of
the press, radio or television will be met with
an afirmative response within security reg-
ulations.

c. Magazine Articles: All magazine articles
and responses to queries will be processed in
accordance with references b and c.

(1) Magazine articles will be prepared by
Army staff members or major DA subordinate
commanders having operational cognizance
of the Sentinel Program for submission to
military, scientific and professional journals
and publications that are service sponsored
or oriented.

(2) OCRD will encourage and assist in the
preparation for magazine articles on the Sen-
tinel System by clvillan sclentific or tech-
nical writers of national stature.

{(3) There will be an afiirmative response
to specific requests made by representatives
of civilian, military and technical magazines
for information about the Sentinel System
Program.

d. Interviews.

(1) Requests by representatives of national
news media to interview senior DA operating
officials regarding the Sentinel System will
be met affirmatively.

(2) Officials granting interviews will ascer-
tain to the extent feasible the questions that
will be asked concerning the Sentinel Sys-
tem by the news media representatives;
where questions regarding the Sentinel Sys-
tem are asked which are outside the context
of previously cleared Sentinel material, or
where an answer to a question would reveal
classified information, thé official being in-
terviewed will decline to answer. Every effort
will be made to anticipate the questions that
will be asked by the interviewing reporter;
where unclassified Sentinel information has
not been previously cleared which is re-
sponsive to the anticipated questions; the
anticipated question and the proposed an-
swer will be submitted to OCINFO for review
and clearance by SENSM and OASD(PA).

(3) Requests by representatives of local or
regional news media to interview Army offi-
cials concerned with Sentinel activities In
their circulation /broadcast area will be met
afirmatively. Officials granting such inter-
views will be guided by paragraph 6.d(2)
above, and the provisions of AR 360-5.

e. Speakers Program. An active speakers
program will be established. Senior Army
personnel associated with the Sentinel
Program will participate in this program to
the maximum extent feasible in order to ex-
pPlain to the American people the reasons for
the Sentinel deployment decision, the
strategic rationale supporting the deploy-
ment decision and why it is necessary and
important to obtain real estate in particular
areas for Sentinel operational sites for the
System’s missile, radars and supporting
Tacilities.

(1) Speech engagements in support of
this program for senior Army staff members
will be coordinated by CINFO.

(2) Speech engagements in support of this
program for senior Sentinel commanders and
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members of thelr staffs will be coordinated
by major Command Information Officers.

(3) Every effort will be made to interest
high-ranking military and civilian person-
nel within DOD in making public state-
ments in support of the Sentinel, System
Program and the Sentinel deployment deci-
slon.

(4) OCINFO, DA and major Command In-
formation Officers will maintain a library of
quotations and public statements about the
Sentinel System and the Sentinel deploy-
ment decision for insertion In speeches made
by participating personnel.

(5) A standard briefing text with appro-
priate slides will be prepared by the SENSM,
with appropriate inputs from participating
commands and agencies and cleared in ad-
vance with OASD(PA). The SENPACC will
review this briefing text periodically and sug-
gest up-date inputs as appropriate. Copies
of this briefing text will be distributed to
major DA commands/agencies participating
in the Sentinel Program.

f. Exhibit Program. If available, mobile
exhibits cleared by OASD(PA) may be used
In conjunction with speeches, panels, con-
ventions and symposiums in which the Sen-
tinel System is discussed.

(1) CG, SENSCOM and the Division En-
gineer, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Division,
Huntsville (USAEDH), will coordinate and
collaborate on the construction of several
mobile Sentinel exhibits suitable for display
at Community Relations briefings conducted
in local communities in connection with
Sentinel site validation, acquisition and
construction activities.

(2) Requests for utilization of all exhibits
in civillan sponsored fairs, expositions, con-
ventions, etc., will be coordinated by OCINFO
with the SENSM and OASD(PA) on a case-
by-case basis. (Note: This does not apply to
exhibits at Sentinel Site Community Rela-
tions Briefings conducted by SENSCOM or
USAEDH personnel).

g- Sentinel Site Community Relations
Eriefings.

(1) SENSCOM and USAEDH will collabo-
rate and prepare a Sentinel Site Community
Relations Brlefing Text, with supporting
slides, which (after appropriate clearance by
OASD(PA)) will be used by Corps of Engi-
neers, SENSCOM and ARADCOM personnel
in briefing, as appropriate, local governmen-
tal officials and citizens groups regarding
Sentinel site activities underway or antic-
ipated in local communities,

(2) These briefings will be designed to in-
form recipient audience groups regarding the
reasons for the Sentinel deployment decision,
the strategic rationale supporting the deploy-
ment and why it is necessary and important
in implementing the Sentinel deployment
decisions to obtain real estate in particular
areas for use as operational sites for Sentinel
radars, missiles and supperting facilities, and
the operational roles of CINCONAD and
CINCPAC after IOC. Whenever briefings are
given in Unified Command areas, or in com-
munities adjacent to military installations,
the commanders concerned will be notified
beforehand.

(3) The briefing text shall also include
factual information identifying potential
Eentinel sites in or near the local area where
the briefing is given, and appropriate com-
ments regarding site acreage requirements,
site physical lay-out and functions, antic-
ipated site population data, estimated site
pay-roll data, how potential sites are wvali-
dated and acquired (described entire deci-
sion-making process to include Title 10 ac-
tion required by law), expected or antici-
pated effects of potential Sentinel sites on
local property values, tax structure and pay-
ments, schools, sewers, water supply, fire pro-
tection, police protection, TV and radio re-
ception, roads, highways. and safety to in-
clude Its radiation and nuclear accident
aspects.

h. Operation Understandings.
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(1) CG, ARADCOM will periodically up-
date ARADCOM's Operation Understanding
Program to highlight appropriate aspects of
the Sentinel decislon and its supporting de-
ployment program.

(2) Corps of Engineers Districts and Divi-
sions participating in the Sentinel Program,
and SENSCOM, will nominate appropriate
citizen leaders and officials from local com-
munities adjacent to potential Sentinel sites
to ARADCOM for participation in ARAD-
COM's Operation Understanding.

(3) CG, ARADCOM will issue invitations
to nominated citizens to participate in Op-
eration Understanding as feasible and ap-
propriate.

i. SENTINEL Training.

(1) CG, CONARC will develop a Sentinel
Training Public Affairs Plan for implementa-
tion at the earliest feasible date.

(2) This plan will be submitted to OASD
(PA) for review prior to implementation.
(See AR 360-11).

j. Press Visit to National Missile Ranges.

(1) CG SBENSCOM will develop, in coordi-
nation with OCINFO and OCRD, a Public Af-
fairs Plan supporting a visit or tour by news
media representatives to Kwajalein Island or
to White Sands Missile Range to witness ap-
propriate portions of Sentinel System tests.

(2) These plans will be submitted to OASD
(PA) for review prior to implementation (see
AR 360-11).

k. Radio/Television.

(I) A program to acquaint service person-
nel with salient portions of the Sentinel Sys-
tem and the Sentinel deployment decision
through Armed Forces Radio and Television
will be conducted. CG, USCONARC, in coordi-
nation with CG, ARADCOM, will develop a
plan to implement this program as part of
the overall DA Command Information Pro-
gram.

(2) There will be an affirmative response
by all commands and agencles participating
in the Sentinel Program to requests by com-
mercial radio and television for cleared Sen-
tinel newsworthy items to include film clips
of missile flights, photos and taped inter-
views.

1. State officials and Civilian Aides to the
Secretary of the Army, state Governars, state
Adjutants General of the National Guard,
Civilian Aides to the Secretary of the Army
and other state officials as appropriate will be
kept informed by direct mail or by personal
visits by senior officers regarding Sentinel
plans or activities which will or may have
an effect in the respective states or areas of
these officials. Specific notifications or brief-
ings of these officials will be as directed and
authorized by the SENSM.

m. Local Officlals. CG, SENSCOM and the
Division Engineer, U.S. Army Engineer Divi-
sion, Huntsville, will coordinate activities
to keep local government officials informed
as to activities which affect their areas. Co-
operating Corps of Engineers division and
district engineers will maintain liaison with
public officials in affected communities to
keep them informed of Sentinel-related real
estate and construction activities which will
impact on those officlals’ areas of interest.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, dur-
ing this debate, much has been said about
the views of such experts as Admirals
Rickover or Zumwalt regarding the Tri-
dent.

If we had already made the decision
to build the Trident, their views on how
fo build it would, of course, be important
and relevant.

But as to the decision to build Trident
on a crash basis, which involves an
evaluation of the probabilities of war or
of an emergency requiring the subs
by 1978 rather than 1980, I cannot see
that their expertise or their views are
relevant.
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The decision to accelerate is essential-
ly a political decision, involving an as-
sessment, first, of the probabilities of an
emergency with the Russians occurring,
and even more fundamentally, of wheth-
er or not it is in the national interest to
encourage detente with the Soviet Un-
ion.

If we do not favor détente and wish
to speed up the arms race, then we should
build the Trident as soon as possible, as
recommended by the admirals and others
on this floor.

The signal we send Moscow, by speed-
ing up the arms race, is that détente is
off—off at least until the Russians give
in to our demand that they change their
emigration policy regarding their Jewish
citizens and, as some put it, open up
their society, something which is most
unlikely to happen.

It is inconceivable to me why anyone
is really against a détente with the Rus-
sians, but apparently there are people
who believe it is either impossible or un-
desirable.

I believe it is very much against the
interest of the United States to prevent
détente and to prevent the cessation of
the arms race.

Mr. President, the Senator from New
Hampshire a few moments ago deseribed
the absurd but dangerous, lobbying of
Admiral Zumwalt.

It is incredible to what lengths the
admirals will go in their efforts to influ-
ence the Members of this Senate.

His actions, along with the recent scare
tactics about popup missiles, prompts
me to suggest an award be given for the
most original and far-out contribution
to the art of influencing Congress that
has occurred this year, or in my memory.
A -WORD OF PRAISE FOR THE POPUP PLANNERS

AND A RECOMMENDATION FOR THE FIRST

ANNUAL POPUP AWARD

Only rarely does politics ascend to the
level of art. When that happens, it is
appropriate for the Senate to pause in
its work to acknowledge such achieve-
ment.

I refer to a phenomenon which for
many years has been noted, but which
has regrettably gone without proper rec-
ognition. This is the annual artistry in-
volved in alerting the Congress and the
American people to the perils, seen and
unseen, which beset the Nation from
abroad. Senators will recognize the phe-
nomenon. It is a yearly occurrence: the
surprise popup of a serious enemy
threat which portends great danger to
the Nation and which requires heavy ex-
penditure on exotic weapons systems if
we are to be saved. It always occurs
shortly before the vote on defense ap-
propriations is taken.

Some, I realize, have seen this phe-
nomenon, but have not recognized it as
an art form, thinking it only a kind of
skullduggery by which gullible Congress-
men, apprehensive of appearing soit on
this Nation's enemies, are suckered into
excessive appropriations to feed the
expanding appetite of the military-in-
dustrial complex. I myself have been
guilty of speaking uncharitably about
these annual alerts simply because they
rely upon dubious assumptions, selective
disclosure of information, falsely precise
estimates, misleading language, and
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alarmist conclusions built upon pyramids
of non sequiturs. In my enthusiasm, I
now recognize, I have failed to give ade-
quate credit to the skill required to make
such presentations. For truly, when one
considers the adversity faced by those
who orchestrate the “popup” of each
year's threat, one must stand in genuine
awe of their creativity and persever-
ance,

Once, of course, it was easier. When
the Nation was subjected to the specter
of Asian peasants swimming into San
Francisco Bay, or Cossacks vanquishing
Manhattan, or even secret Soviet missile
implacements on the Moon or on the
ocean floor, it was not so difficult a task
to rile the Nation into a state of excita-
tion. But that was some time ago. Now
the climate in which a popup planner
must operate is much more challenging,
for Congress and the American people
have become more sophisticated about
alleged threats to the Nation. We have
endured a 10-year war in Indochina
based upon false assumptions. We have
observed the completion of an ABM
treaty, signed by the two superpowers
after both sides had concluded that such
a weapon probably would not work any-
way. And we recognize now that with
each side possessing sufficient weapons
already to decimate the other, and with
neither side able to defend itself from
nuclear attack, the only real threat to
our security arises in the possibility that
either side might be irrational enough to
use existing weapons—not some futur-
istic weapons conjured up by the popup
planners.

In light of this growing scepticism of
Congress and public about these annual
threats, and in view of the difficult do-
mestic burdens and tribulations of this
administration, there were many who
expected that this yvear, the administra-
tien might simply be, in the old phrase,
too pooped to pop. Indeed, one sensed
that they had given up and that the an-
nual popup artform had been aban-
doned for a new form of suasion called
the “bargaining chip” theory—which
argues that we must increase the tempo
of our new weapons acquisition and
build new weapons so that, in the event
we achieve an arms agreement, we will
not have needed to build them, even
though they have already been built.

But such a perception of events was
ill-founded. For the popup planners
were once again equal to the task. In-
deed, not only have they popped again,
in doing so they have created a veritable
classic of the artform. For this year,
the Pentagon's popup planners have
popped-up at popup time with the most
surprising surprise of all: The “popup,”
an ominous missile whose very name
must surely stand as a landmark in the
history of strategic threats. Some cyn-
ics, of course, may respond without ap-
preciation to the popup missile, argu-
ing that as a threat, it lacks cogency,
that it is almost a self-parody. I ask my
colleagues, however, to look momen-
tarily beyond that deficiency—to the
creativity, drive, and downright deter-
mination that must have been necessary
in the planning and presentation of this
newest threat. And I ask that they see
the sunny side. For the apprehensions
we had begun to harbor that the popup
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artform had passed away can now be
laid to rest. It is still with us—strong,
vital, and alive.

In recognition, Mr. President, I wish to
propose the first of an annual series of
awards—to be granted either to a per-
son or to an anonymous revelation which,
by dramatic timing and irrepressible
enthusiasm, does the most to seduce
Congress into weapons expenditures be-
yond those which rationality might
indicate.

Had such an award been in existence,
it might in past years have afforded us
the opportunity to pay due recognition
to the revelation of that sinister Soviet
ABM known as the Galosh, or to the
immortal words of Mr. Melvin Laird
when in 1969 he assured the Congress:

The Sovlets are going for a first-strike ca-
pability, and there is no question about it.

On other occasions, it would have
equipped Congress to grant appropriate
homage to the bomber gap of 1955, the
missile gap of 1960, the ABM gap of
1967, the heavy missile gap of 1969, and
those tantalizing twin gaps of 1971—the
R. & D. gap and supersonic bomber gap.
On still other occasions, such an award
would have allowed Congress to fete the
precisely orchestrated alarm which ac-
companied the appearance of a Soviet
ship in the Indian Ocean and the well
modulated concern—initiated in 1966—
that the Chinese were only 1 year away
from perfection of an American-targeted
ICBM. How else, but with the apiomb of
practiced impresarios, could the popup
planners have perpetuated that lingering
threat for 7 consecutive years, when the
Chinese have even yet to test an ICBM?

Mr, President, these are all examples
from the past: art that has gone unrec-
ognized. For the present, we have new
examples. For one, there is the specter
of a new Soviet aircraft carrier. For an-
other, there are the awesome possibilities
called to our attention by Deputy Defense
Secretary Clements, who has just re-
turned from a wide-ranging trip to alert
us that South EKorea, that bastion of
freedom in Asia, is in grave danger from
a smaller North Korean Army. But for
sheer artistry, Mr. President, these cur-
rent threats do not meet the standard
set by the epochal surprise which I now
nominate as a candidate for the First
Annual Popup Award: the “Popup Mis-
sile” Scare of 1973. Other threats may
follow, but they will have a high stand-
ard to meet.

Mr. President, it was only yesterday
that I prepared the preceding remarks
for delivery. But already there is another
candidate for the First Annual Popup
Award.

As I understand it, Admiral Zumwalt,
has now warned that the Congress is in
danger of being misled by a swarming
army of Soviet agents racing through the
halls of the Capitol and lobbying Mem-
bers of this body. So, in all fairness, that
swarming army of lobbyists, revealed to
us by Admiral Zumwalt, must be given
equal consideration as a candidate for
the First Annual Popup Award. The
“pop-missile” is good, but we must be
openminded about threats which are
even better.

Mr. President, if it were not so tragic,
it would almost be funny: The measures
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to which Admiral Zumwalt and his col-
leagues have been resorting in this effort
to stop the move to keep the Trident on
the original schedule.

I resent the insinuation that Com-
munist agents are effectively lobbying
Members of the Senate. Anytime any-
one exercises independent judgment on
a question such as this, as to whether
or not we should speed up the missile
race, he is accused of playing the Rus-
sian game.

I have been exposed to the same kind
of tactic over the past several years with
regard to the war in Indochina, so it is
not a new experience. However, it is a
new experience for people such as the
Senator from New Hampshire, who has
labored over this program for years and
who has made such a contribution in the
R. & D. Subcommittee on the Armed
Forces Committee by trying to bring
some sensible balance into our arms pro-
gram. I join him in condemning these
tactics. I think such tactics are a reflec-
tion upon the Military Establishment. I
should think the Joint Chiefs, as a whole,
would see that it is counterproductive
as well as unethical to engage in these
tacties.

So I urge the Senate to follow the ad-
vice of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire, not to engage in a speedup of this
program. As the Senator from Massa-
chusetts said yesterday, this would send
a signal to Moscow that any hope of a
detente, in the arms race in particular,
is out. I think that is the way they
would interpret this.

Of course, this is but one of a series
of events which have occurred. I have
referred—I will not harp on it again—
to the fact that a few days ago the Con-
gress gave new life and indefinite tenure
to Radio Free Europe and Radio Liberty,
which is another move in the same direc-
tion.

Finally, I should mention the reaction
we have seen to the speeches of Mr.
Brezhneyv, which show that he is coming
under attack by the people in his coun-
try who do not believe in détente, the
hard-liners.

If events continue to proceed along
this line, I would predict that the move
toward détente started by President
Nixon last year will collapse, and very
likely it will result in a change in Mos-
cow simply because of the failure of their
effort to bring about better relations
with this country. If that happens I
think we will all suffer, and not just in
this country, because there will then be a
real scare, a genuine one, based on the
assumption of those in office in Moscow
that détente will not work. We will be
back in an arms race with all that en-
tails for our economy and the economy
in Russia, and with increased competi-
tion in peripheral areas, such as the
Middle East and other places.

I hope very much the Senate will fol-
low the lead of the Senator from New
Hampshire and delay the acceleration of
this program.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I think that would
be a signal that there is hope for détente.

Mr. McINTYRE. I thank the Senator.
Mr. President, I reserve the remainder of
my time.
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Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I want to
here and now reject the notion that any-
one who supports the acceleration of
Trident is opposed to détente. Nothing
could be further from the truth.

The President of the United States has
been given credit for initiating the dé-
tente, and the President of the United
States recommends the acceleration of
Trident. It seems strange to me that the
man with the greatest degree of inter-
national sophistication would advocate
scuttling détente.

The fact is that the Soviets with their
quantitative and qualitative improve-
ment in their armed forces do not keep
that détente. We, on the other hand, I
guess, are expected to disarm, I suggest
that those who favor this kind of sealing
down of our arms capability are those
who are prepared to accept détente on
someone else’s terms and not on our own.
I find that very difficult to swallow.

It seems that some have expressed
concern that by accelerating Trident we
will convinee the Soviets that we are not
acting in good faith. They fully expect
us to make all the improvements we can
in our inferior numbers we agreed to in
the period before we arrive at other
agreements and we are living with our
commitments, even with acceleration on
Trident.

Now, to suggest that the Soviets have
some fear of aggressive action by the
United States is to ignore history and
the nature of the Soviets. That simply
is not realistic. The Soviets no more fear
aggression by the United States, they no
more fear a first strike against them by
the United States than they genuinely
fear the revival of German militarism or
British imperialism. They know we are
people who do not want to fight, but
only defend ourselves. They know we do
not have a first-strike policy and they
know we do not have a first-strike ca-
pability. So to suggest that they are
suspicious of our motives, I think, is a
rather naive suggestion.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. TOWER. I yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I take it that the
Senator thinks that I am naive. I do not
think that I am, but the Senator is quite
at liberty to think so.

Mr. TOWER. I did not say that the
Senator was naive; I said the suggestion
was.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator is
quite entitled to his views about that, but
I can only call attention to the fact that
all evidence indicates that during the
past 20 years the Soviets have been
exerting themselves to fry to catch up
with this country. Nobody, I think,
denies that we have been superior in
both numbers and quality of missiles,
vet we have been going ahead rapidly
with MIRV. The Senator from Mas-
sachusetts proposed that we put a
freeze on them. The President refused;
this body refused. Now we have the
MIRV, which makes things much more
complicated.

The Senator says the Soviets do not
fear us. They would fear anybody with
the kind of destruction we have caused.
We have been engaged for 8 years in
destroying freedom. The Senator says
that we are a peace-loving people, yet
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we have just come out of the longest war
in our history, in an area where we had
no conceivable business. I do not know
how anyone could be so foolish as to
think the Soviets do not fear the power
of the United States.

The United States is a great power.
The Senator said that yesterday in the
debate. Several Senators said that. It is
the greatest power in the world today.

Mr. TOWER. In response to the Sena-
tor’s statement, if the Soviets fear Amer-
ican power, then they fear it in the sense
that American power might be used to
thwart their designs on the free world.
We must remember that after World
War II, we demobilized. I remember, I
was hooked in the person of a deckhand
on an amphibious gunboat. I figured up
every day the number of my points which
would let me go home. My mother wanted
me home worse than I wanted to go
home. The fact is that we did, in a mas-
gsive way, begin to demobilize, but the
Saviets began to rebuild their capability.

The United States has not been an
agegressor. In the last four wars we have
gone into, we have gone into them only
because somebody else started them.

The fact is that the Soviets are the
ones who pulled the iron curtain down
on the Eastern European community. It
is the Soviets who have participated in
all the major military adventures that
have taken place since World War II.

The Soviets do not fear us from the
standpoint of first-strike capability.
Their intelligence is good enough to tell
them that we do not have first-strike
capability.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. TOWER. No. I have yielded to the
Senator on my own time. I will give him
time to answer me later, if he chooses to
do so. I want to take up some other mat-
ters which the Senator has mentioned.

The Senator said that our desire to
build up our military strength is insati-
able, If that is so, why have the military-
industrial schools said that we are spend-
ing less in terms of real spending than
for defense, and have done so for several
yvears? The fact is that for several years
our airplane and other military procure-
ments have been less than they have been
for 40 years. The fact is that we are
spending less of our national budget and
a lower percentage of our gross national
product for national defense than we
have since about the time of Pearl
Harbor.

The insatiable appetite of the military-
industrial complex and our intelligence
has been mentioned. The Senator from
South Dakota said that intelligence
somehow magically appears at a time
when we are debating the military weap-
ons system, to try to scare us into doing
something we really do not need to do.
That suggestion carries with it the
thought that maybe our intelligence is
phony, is unreliable.

If any Senator has any evidence or
proof that we are getting phony intelli-
gence, he should bring it before us, and
we had better look into it. If that is so,
they probably are manufacturing it, and
then we are getting onto pretty danger-
ous ground.

I trust our intelligence, to an extent,
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but history has shown, recent history has
proven, that the tendency of the intelli-
gence organizations is to underestimate,
not overestimate, Soviet capabilities.

In the absence of anything else, I have
to believe in the intelligence that is pre-
sented to me by our intelligence agencies.
I do not know what other sources would
be superior to our intelligence gathering
agencies. I do not think it is right to
question the credibility or validity of our
intelligence unless we have something
to the contrary to prove that that intelli-
gence is wrong.

If we are going to get into that, I
think we ought to go into another closed
door session, because I think we can
demonstrate in a closed door session that
that intelligence is pretty good. It is in
a pretty advanced stage of the art. But I
do not foresee any closed door session.

In any event, I think it would be dan-
gerous for us not to accept our intelli-
gence. Based on experience of recent
yvears, we have not known of some Soviet
weapons until they had showed up in a
hangar or showed up in an air show. So
I think it would be wise to underestimate
Soviet strength based on our intelligence
rather than overestimate it based on our
intelligence.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. TOWER. The reason I took my seat
was that the senior Senator from Mis-
souri (Mr, SymineToN) wanted to make
some remarks. So I was waiting for him
t- come on the floor. I shall be glad to
vield after I have paid my courtesy to
the Senator from Missouri.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I appreciate the
Senator’s position.

I am one of those who is for building a
Trident submarine, but not for it on the
basis of this accelerated production. Be-
fore the Senate Defense Appropriations
Subcommittee, I made the following
statement.

THE TRIDENT SUBMARINE

I turn now from a subject where we be-
lieve the Committee's decision was right to
one where many Committee Members believe
it was wrong; in fact, our position lost by
the narrowest of margins, one vote.

The recent history of the Trident subma-
rine program deserves some detailing, because
it is an excellent case-study in unbusiness-
like, extravagant, and wasteful military
spending.

As late as September, 1971, the Defense
Department had an orderly businesslike pro-
gram for modernization of the Navy's under-
water missile submarine fleet. As needed, the
Trident I missile (formerly called Extended-
Range Poseidon or EXPO) was to be devel-
oped and fitted into Poseldon submarines.

Because of its 1,600 mile greater range as
compared to the Paseidon, it was estimated
that the Trident would provide a significant
increase in the ocean area within which
United States’ submarines could operate
while on station. The unprecedentedly ex-
pensive Trident submarine—each costing a
half billion dollars (not millions, billions)
more than the previously most expensive
ship in world history, the latest nuclear car-
rier—and the planned Trident II missile
were to be delayed until the early 1980's.

Without commitment, they were to be
considered as possible later replacements for
the Polaris/Poseidon fleet.

Last wyear, however, for reasons we have
never been able to fully understand, a lobby-
ing effort, the most intense in my twenty-
eight years in Government, was undertaken;
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and thereupon normal, businesslike, order in
the Trident planned production program
went out the window.

A sensible orderly Trident program was
altered to combine procurement with de-
velopment, apparently in order that this sub-
marine could be operable in 1978 rather than
2 or 3 years later.

From the standpoint of good shop practice,
consider the fact that under this acceler-
ated product in program, all 10 Trident sub-
marines will be funded and under construc-
tion before the first one is completed.

This extraordinary shift in production
planning is exactly opposite to the “fiy before
buy” program concept this Administration
once consistently emphasized would be its
policy as the result of the tragic multi-billion
dollar waste they found was characteristic of
various ship, plane, and tank programs,

Nevertheless an effort is now being made
by the Defense Department to Justify this
accelerated Trident program on various
grounds, including the following: Tridents
would eventually replace the aging Polaris/
Poseldon submarines; would provide for
United States basing of ballistic missile sub-
marines; would provide an increased sub-
marine operating area as a hedge against
possible Soviet breakthroughs in anti-sub-
marine warfare; and would support future
SALT negotiations.

Taking up these assertions in order, the
Defense Department itself, as well as other
witnesses before the Armed Services Com-
mittee, have established that the Polaris/
Poseidon submarines, with a design life of
20 years, may be suitable for operation up to
26 years (outside experts have estimated 30
years). Since the oldest submarine will not
reach even 20 years of age before 1979, there
is no justification whatever to accelerate this
program because of aging.

Because the Trident I missile can have a
range of 4,500 miles by backfitting it into
Polaris/Poselidon submarines, these Polaris/
Poseidon submarines, with the missile in
question, could also be based in the United
States.

Backfitting the Trident missile into Po-
laris/Poseidon submarines would provide an
increase in ocean operating area because the
long-range Trident I missiles are what in-
crease the operating area, not the unprece-
dentedly expensive new submarines, Purther-
more, the Director of Defense Advanced Re-
search Projects Agency has testified that the
patrol area would increase sufficiently with
Trident I missiles to pose immediate addi-
tional problems for any ASW sensor that
can now be conceived.

The previous program would constitute
practical and imposing evidence to the So-
viets that the United States was developing
an orderly replacement for the Polaris/Posei-
don fleet. We do not add to our “bargaining
chips” by pursuing a hurried and therefore
premature schedule which ultimately could
well bring damage to the entire submarine
replacement program,

- - L . -

A thorough study of this proposed acceler-
ation was undertaken last year by the Re-
search and Development Subcommityee of
the Committee on Armed Services (the only
detailed study made by any Commitiee of
the Senate).

For the reasons glven, the facts uncivered
by their investigation supported tha logic
of an orderly program similar to the Septem-
ber, 1971, Defense Department position.

This orderly program, however, was re-
jected by the full Committee, as the vesult
of a tle vote.

This year, the Research and Development
Subcommittee recommended by a unani-
mous vote of the Senators present, going back
to a program similar to the September, 1971,
DoD Trident schedule, at a saving this year
of $885.4 million; and on the first vote last
August 1, the position of the Subcommittee
was supported by the full Committee, 8 to 7.
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Later I was informed a Senator had
changed his mind; therefore the vote on
Trident should not be considered final. Ac-
cordingly, still later, the Committee voted
8 to 7 agalnst the Subcommittee recom-
mendation, and approved both the accelera-
tion and the total amount of money that
had been requested by the Department of
Defense.

The Subcommittee had recommended $642
million for this Trident program for FY
1974, but the full Committee voted the full
request of the Defense Department, $1,527.4
million.

It is our understanding that the Chairman
of the Subcommittee, Senator McIntyre,
plans to introduce an amendment to reduce
this $1,527.4 million to the Subcommittee’s
position of $642 million.

This amendment would delay the initial
operating date for the lead submarine from
1978 to 1980. Such a revised funding level
would also permit a speed-up in the pro-
gram to fit Poseldon submarines with the
Trident missile.

That valuable and relatively inexpensive
hedge against Soviet anti-submarine warfare
improvements was deliberately slowed down
by the Defense Department, at the same time
the far more expensive new submarine, Tri-
dent, was accelerated.

I belleve the position of the Research and
Development Subcommittee—again, the only
Benate Committee to study the matter in
depth—is a sensible and prudent alterna-
tive to the wasteful, hurried, concurrent pro-
gram successfully lobbied for by the De-
partment of Defense after the Subcommittee
had made its report.

In the interest of sound business man-
agement, I urge adoption of the McIntyre
amendment.

Mr. President, let me mention again
how close this vote was in the committee
itself, after being unanimous against this
acceleration in the subcommittee.

Another matter is the nature and de-
gree of the Ilobbying. My colleague
from New Hampshire, chairman of the
subcommittee, has already presented in
able fashion, major arguments in favor
of not accelerating the Trident program,
and therefore I will not discuss in any
detail the points he has effectively
raised.

The overriding factor to be considered
about this proposed accelerated program
is the fact that such a hurried approach
would mean all 10 Trident submarines
would be funded and under construction
before the lead ship the first, is either
completed or tested. From the standpoint
of good shop practice, any one with man-
ufacturing experience knows this to be
unsound, because it could result in more
multibillion dollar waste in defense pro-
curement.

Moreover, such production planning is
total abandonment of the “fly before
buy” principle, which this administra-
tion has emphasized time and time again
with respect to its policy of the procure-
ment of weapons.

In addition, and of particular concern,
is the manner in which the Congress and
the American people have been and are
being lobbied with respect to this rushed
program.

You have just heard the latest—a
member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff talk-
ing about Communist agents working
against the Trident here on the Hill
More on that later.

For the past 2 years the Research and
Development Subcommittee of the Sen-
ate Armed Services Committee has re-
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viewed the Trident submarine program
in greater detail than any other com-
mittee of Congress.

Twice that subcommittee has recom-
mended the development of the Trident
on an orderly, nonaccelerated basis; but
twice that subcommittee recommenda-
tion has been overturned by the full
Armed Services Committee each time by
a single vote—and each time by a switch
in the position of one member of the
subcommittee, apparently due to heavy
outside pressure from Navy and Defense
officials.

Such lobbying continues to mount. It is
the most intense witnessed in my over
28 years in Government.

An article last week in the New Re-
public stated:

Since Congress reconvened early this month
admirals have become as familiar in the
corridors of the Senate's office buildings as
Senate pages. Admiral Elmo Zumwalt, the
Chief of Naval Operations, and Vice Admiral
Hyman Rickover, Deputy Commander for
Nuclear Propulsion, have been leading the
shoeleather brigade. The admirals have been
talking to their usual allies, and they have
even been visiting Senate doves, trying with-
out apparent success to convince them of
the wisdom of speeding up Trident. So des-
perate has the Navy become that Zumwalt
charged that “Soviet agents"” were on Cap-
itol Hill lobbing against the new submarine.

That is the end of the quotation from
the article. That was published last
week; and the admiral should be asked,
“what Soviet agents?”

Although I did not hear the television
program this morning, based on what
the distinguished Senator from New
Hampshire stated, Admiral Zumwalt ap-
parently repeated this charge on national
television just prior to a vote on this
maftter,

It seems unfortunate we must have
such lobbying, but I am not too surprised.
In my hands is a memorandum from
the Navy written a little over a year ago.
It announces four sites that might be
used for a Trident base. In that way the
interest of four States become involved.

I had hoped that this year Congress
would examine the case of Trident ac-
celeration on its merits, not reach a con-
clusion based on all these pressures.

Comparable instances of this intense
lobbying on this issue are numerous.
Many of my colleagues have told me
of interesting experiences in that
connection.

As mentioned, last year Defense re-
quested funds to begin construction on
one of two bases for the Trident, one on
the east coast and one on the west coast,
but would never advise the Congress as
to just where the bases would be located.
They gave us four sites, the Military
Construction Subcommittee, but with
the full support of Chairman STeNnNis of
the full committee, I refused to author-
ize any base until the locations had been
determined.

One of these bases the Navy said was
to be in South Carolina, or Georgia, or
Florida, or the State of Washington. We
refused to give them the money on that
basis; and no funds were authorized for

the military construction bill for fiscal
1973.

As my colleagues are well aware,
earlier this year a decision was made to

31539

in Bangor,

build one Trident base,
‘Wash.

At the time this decision was an-
nounced, the committee staff were
briefed on the details of said new base,
During that briefing the Navy stated
that even if the Trident program were
to go to 20 submarines, they would all
be homeported in Bangor, Wash., and
operate exclusively in the Pacific Ocean.
The Polaris-Poseidon fleet would oper-
ate in the Atlantic Ocean. Thus, the
original plan of two bases, one on each
coast, had apparently been scrapped.

Later this year, however, during dis-
cussion of the Trident program in the
Senate Armed Services Committee, the
question arose as to whether the Navy
had future plans for a second Trident
base in addition to the one in Bangor.
Several members were apparently under
the impression that there would be 2
bases if the program went beyond the
initial 10 submarines; and a check with
Navy officials revealed that they were in
fact now saying that it was conceivable
that a second Trident base would be
constructed under such circumstances.

This later position is complete reversal
of that presented to the staffl some 6
months earlier. It would appear that
once again the carrof is being dangled to

“obtain Trident support on the possibility

the base for that submarine might be
located in their State.

In citing above illustrations, I do not
mean to imply that it is improper for
a particular service to defend its posi-
tion on specific weapons system, but I do
seriously question the tactics that have
been used by the Navy in its lobbying
for the accelerated program.

To the best of my knowledge, everyone
who opposes the accelerated Trident
program is for handling it on an efficient
businesslike basis. They know, however,
of the great waste that has been charac-
teristic of many military weapons be-
cause of all this rushing, and invariably
bad shop practice.

It is my fervent hope that the vote on
the acceleration of Trident tomorrow
morning will be decided on the basis of
the facts presented here today, and not
on the basis of this intensive lobbying
by the Navy and the Defense Depart-
ment.

The chairman of the Research and
Development Subcommittee, the Senator
from New Hampshire (Mr, MCINTYRE)
and his staff have devoted considerable
time and effort in analyzing this un-
precedentedly expensive program, and I
would hope that a majority of the Mem-
bers of this body would support his
amendment for an orderly production
schedule on Trident.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I yield
such time to the Senator from Rhode
Island as the distinguished Senator may
require at this time.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I want
to say at the outset that those who are
for the 1978 date and those who are for
the 1980 date are equally sincere in their
convictions. It is a question of how we
want to look at this. It is a question, too,
of how much we have been interested in
the progress of the underwater Navy we
have in this country today.

Mr, President, no one in the Senate, to




31540

my knowledge, has ever built a nuclear
submarine. And no one in the Senate to
my knowledge has the expertise to say
whether this is right or that is wrong. It
is a question of what one's judgment
happens to be. I can be wrong and, on
the other hand, I can be right. And those
who differ with me could be right and,
on the other hand, they could as well
be wrong.

What does a man do when he does not
feel well? Does he go down to thc street
corner and ask a man what he should do
about his fllness? The first thing he does
is to go to the best doctor he knows to
find out what is wrong. He does not go
to someone on the street corner who, for
the moment, does not happen to like
doctors.

So, in this area, when we get down to
a matter that concerns technology, when
it has so much to do with research and
development, we have to go to those
people whom we consider to be experts
in that field.

I want to say to the Senators, regard-
less of how anyone feels about it, that in
my humble opinion Adm. Hyman Rick-
over, who is the father of our nuclear
Navy, is the world’s greatest expert with-
out a question in nuclear submarines.
One can question him on this and one
can question him on that. However, when
the chips are down, there is no man in
the United States of America, there is
no man in the Soviet Union, there is no
man in Red China, and there is no man
in all the world who knows more about a
nuclear submarine and how to build one
and what it should be and how much it
will take and how much it will cost than
Admiral Rickover.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. PASTORE. I yield.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, is it
not true that this program has been
under the guidance of Admiral Rickover
and that Admiral Rickover has had ex-
perience for almost a quarter of a cen-
tury in building and designing 101 nu-
clear submarines and other naval ships?

Mr. PASTORE. Every single nuclear
submarine, every nuclear aircraft car-
rier—the Long Beach, the Bainbridge—
every nuclear ship that was ever built by
this country, Admiral Rickover has had
supervision over it. He has been on them.
I do not know how many Members of
the Senate have ever been on a nuclear
submarine. I have been.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. PASTORE. I would be glad to
yield at this time, if the Senator pre-
fers. I thought I would like to get up
some steam.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
have a conference with the House.

Mr. PASTORE. In that event, I yield
to the Senator from Arkansas.

Mr. FULBERIGHT. Mr. President, the
Senator mentioned the fact that if a man
is ill he does not go to someone on the
street corner. I do not think that is the
question involved here.

Mr. PASTORE, But I am going to refer
to the letter that he wrote to me today
in response to my letter. He is going to
give the doctor's advice.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, may
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I suggest that the doctor’s advice on
how to build a submarine is not the ques-
tion. It is whether or not we should ex-
pand the initiative of the President for
a détente and for a control of the arms
race.

The real issue is the political issue—as
to how we would proceed in the process
of achieving better relations with Russia
in order that both of us can save huge
Sums on wWeapons.

I do not question the expertise of
Admiral Rickover in building a sub-
marine,

I simply question his judgment on the
political question as to whether or not it
is in the best interests of this country to
seek a détente with Russia or the Chi-
nese,

Mr. PASTORE. I am not bringing Ad-
miral Rickover in on that element at all.

Mr. FULBRIGHT, That is quite beyond
his expertise.

Mr, PASTORE. I have my own opin-
ion on that and I shall answer that on
my own time. That is a matter on which,
of course, we have to look to other peo-
ple within the Government. We have to
look to the feelings of Members of the
Senate. I shall cover the matter of dé-
tente.

As a matter of fact, it was I who in-
troduced the resolution that led to the
nonproliferation agreement, and that
was passed by a unanimous vote. The
Senator knows I stood by his side on the
Nuclear Test Ban Treaty. PAsToRE is no
war-monger. PAsTore wants détente.

I am just speaking here today on the
question as to whether or not the Tri-
dent, which we all agree should be built,
I have been told—the only question be-
fore this body here today is, should we
do it by 1978 or should we do it by 1980?

Arguments have been made here that
we cannot do it, we will waste the money,
and if we go to 1980 we can do it and we
will save money. I am going to dispel that
argument. That is why I went to Ad-
miral Rickover, to get his opinion.

I realize there are some people in the
Senate who sincerely feel we should not
build the Trident at all. They are going to
use any means and method, and God
bless them, to try to weaken it if they
can.

All T am talking about here is this: If
we are going to engage ourselves in build-
ing the Trident, the big question is,
should we do it by 1978 or should we do
it by 1980, and why cannot we do it by
1978, or why should we wait until 1980—
that is the argument I am seeking to an-
swer here this afternoon. This is why the
first thing I did when I got up this morn-
ing was call up Admiral Rickover.

I said, “Admiral, I am going to ask you
some questions, and I want you to answer
them.”

I made sure with the Parliamentarian
that I was not divulging or in any way
violating the confidentiality of the meet-
ing yesterday. I did not mention that at
all to Admiral Rickover. I did not asso-
ciate my inguiry with the executive
meeting we had here yesterday. I merely
asked him questions, and these are the
questions I asked.

I said, “Now, you take your pencil and
write it down, Admiral.”

Apeart from political and shipbuilding con-
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siderations connected with the SALT I agree-
ment, but including economic considera-
tions:

In ofher words, I did not want to get
into the argument that we have to have
Trident because we can make a better
deal at SALT. I am discarding that, be-
cause it is an imponderable, and any-
one’s guess is as good as anyone else.
And I am not going to get into political
questions, because there again, there are
some people who still think we have a
threat and others who do not think we
have a threat, so you can argue that one
way or the other. What I am addressing
myself to is this argument that 1978
means a waste, and 1980 does not. That
is the question I asked him:

What is the advantage of proceeding with
the Trident program approved last year to

complete the first submarine in 1978 in lieu
of 19807

Mr. McCLELLAN. What is the what,
now?

Mr. PASTORE. What is the advantage
of proceeding in 1978 as against 1980?

It is stated that by postponing to 1980 we
can reduce the fiscal year 1974 defense
budget by $885.4 million. In the long run
would this delay to 1980 cost more or less?

That is a simple question.
By adhering to 1978 instead of 1080 are

we engaging in a project which will be un-
certain?

I asked that because the argument
was made here that we do not know
enough about it.

R. & D, to justify 1978? How far have we
gone in?

That was the argument that was made
by the Senator from Colorado.
Is 1978 an orderly business schedule?

That was the argument that was
raised here by certain former industrial-
ists who seem to feel they have a corner
on everything the Senate needs to know
about business. And the last question is:

On what experience do you justify recom-
mending we proceed with constructlon of
the lead ship this year?

Those are the questions I asked Ad-
miral Rickover.

I realize his reply is quite involved, and
as I read it, Senators cannot follow it too
easily, so I had mimeographed copies
of the letter made and they are on every
desk in the Senate Chamber, so that
Senators can follow me if they wish.

These are Admiral Rickover’s answers
to my questions:

Last year Congress appropriated funds to
procure long lead components for the first
Trident submarines based on the lead ship
starting operation in 1978. For the past year
all Trident work has been proceeding on this
schedule. To continue with this program on
an orderly basis, construction of the lead
Trident submarine needs to be authorized
and funded thls year. If the Congress now

reverses its decision of last year by deferring
the lead ship and stretching out the pro-

curement of the follow ships, the program
underway for the last year will be disrupted.
If ten Trident submarines are bought on the
delayed schedule contemplated by the
amendment offered by Senators McINTYRE
and DomINick, the Navy estimates that the
cost of the program will increase by more
than one billion dollars.

One billion dollars; that is what it is
going to cost you more in the long run.
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The Deputy Secretary of Defense in a letter
dated May 14, 1973 to the Chairman of the
Research and Development Subcommittee of
the Senate Armed Services Committee noted
that this cost increase would result from
breaks in the production lines, delay and dis-
ruption, and decreased annual quantity pro-
curements, as well as from infiation occur-
ring during the delay period.

I have been a Member of the Senate
now for 23 years. I have been in public
life continuously for 38 years. I was Gov-
ernor of my State for 6 years. And if I
learned one lesson, it was this: Every
year that passes by, the cost goes up.

Here I am being told today that if we
waited until 1980, it would be cheaper
than doing it by 1978. Mr. President, that
is in violation of every rule I have ever
learned.

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield on my time for a ques-
tion?

Mr. PASTORE. I will yield on my own
time,

Mr. McINTYRE. What is the date of
the letter the Senator has from Admiral
Rickover?

Mr. PASTORE. This morning. Today.
And you know why I got it? Because I
was told yesterday that he was not called
before the Senate committee to testify.
He is the best expert in the world on this
subject, and he did not appear before
that committee. He was not even asked
to appear before the committee. I do not
call that prudent.

Mr. McINTYRE. Will the Senator yield
for a statement, on my time?

Mr. PASTORE. I yield.

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, I have
here a letter dated May 14, 1973, before
this controversy arose, when I wrote a
letter to the Deputy Secretary of Defense
in which I said:

Will you tell me, on the various alterna-
tives, what the cost will be if we go the basic
route or if we go the route that McIntyre
and Dominick suggest?

I received back a letter of that date,
May 14, which enclosed an official Navy
document, before the controversy arose.

Now, in the letter that Senator Pas-
TORE is talking about, I understand it is
estimated that $1 billion will be lost. Is
it not peculiar that before the contro-
versy arose, the estimated inflationary
extra cost for this program would be
somewhere in the viciuity of $475
million?

But, Mr. President, the R. & D. Sub-
committee has tried to tell people, not
only in their Senate offices but here on
the Senate floor, that the one thing that
we have learned in R. & D. is that if we
want to go ahead and build submarines
and develop them at the same time, let
me give you a word picture of what is
going to happen here:

You have 10 submarines. The first one
has not passed the planning stage. I am
looking down the line. The department
wishes to buy the first one, that has not
even entered the fleet, and nine others
are in various stages of production. If
that is not concurrency and asking for
trouble, the answer is the distinguished
admiral gives that we in the Polaris-
Poseidon program never make any mis-
takes, that we are absolutely “non
pareil.”

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

R. & D. says that the $475 million
that it will cost under the McIntyre-
Dominick amendment is money well
spent if we can get a better and more or-
derly submarine that will not have to be
back-fitted and all of that.

Mr. PASTORE. That is what the Sen-
ator is saying. What I am saying is,
Why did not my good friend from New
Hampshire call in Admiral Rickover?
Why have we left out the best expert
there is in the world to give his judg-
ment? I do not care about your Secretary
of Defense. He is a civilian. He does not
know any more about nuclear sub-
marines than you do. As I told you before,
no one in the Senate ever built one and
there is no one in the Senate that can
build one. But Admiral Rickover can
build one. He gave us 124 of them—124.
Today, our first line of defense is our
underwater Navy. And who is respon-
sible? That little man that is buffeted
around even by your Secretaries of De-
fense, by your Navy.

Mr. McINTYRE. My Navy?

Mr. PASTORE. One man. Yes; the
Secretary of Defense. Admiral Rickover
is the one man that has stood up and
said what he pleased.

I notice, when I let all you fellows
come in and ask your questions, you do
not do that for me. You do not do that
for us. That is all right. But, let us get a
little spirit generated around here so
that we can get the truth on the table.

Mr. DOMINICE. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Rhode Island yield?

Mr. McINTYRE. Will the Senator
yield me just 10 seconds?

Mr. PASTORE. The other Senator
asked first. The Senator asked for a
whole 10 seconds. I will give him 1 whole
minute after the Senator from Colorado.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, the
Senator from Rhode Island, in this sys-
tem we are talking about, knows that
there are two separate phases. One is
building the missile, which is due for
1978, and which, under our amendment,
is still due for 1978 and we have not
changed that in the slightest, the amount
of money, or anything else, but the de-
terrent is there.

Mr. PASTORE. All right.

Mr. DOMINICK. The launching plat-
form is the nuclear propulsion thing in
which Admiral Rickover is a qualified
guy.

Mr. PASTORE. All right, but I am go-
ing to go into that. But the answer to
that is——

Mr. DOMINICEK. I have just read the
letter.

Mr. PASTORE. All right. You look at
the fourth paragraph on page 2. He
answers that.

Now, Mr. President, I yield to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Missouri (Mr.
SYMINGTON) .

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I
congratulate the able Senator from
Rhode Island for his extraordinary ora-
torical efforts and his able comments, I
would say to him that all you would have
to is dot an “i” and change a “t” or two
and this is exactly the same talk he made
last year when the Trident came before
the Senate.

Mr. PASTORE. And who won?

Mr. SYMINGTON. You won.
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Mr. PASTORE. And who won?

Mr. SYMINGTON. It was all on the
basis of what thoughts Admiral Rick-
over had and said and did. That debate
is in the Recorp. I also have some re-
spect for Senators who do their best to
understand and have no axes to grind,
when in a subcommittee they work for
months.

It was a fine speech, beautiful to listen
to. The Senator from Rhode Island could
have just taken his speech of last year
and put it in the Recorp, without chang-
ing a word.

Mr. PASTORE. If I have the same
success I had last year, then God bless
us all.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Right.

Mr. PASTORE. God bless us all.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.

Mr. McINTYRE. Will the Senator
from Rhode Island yield to me for one
question?

Mr. PASTORE. I yield to the Senator
from Connecticut.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, the ex-
cellent question put by the Senator from
Rhode Island has not been answered. I
am puzzled as to why Admiral Rickover
was never called before the committee
to give his views on the Trident. I am
still waiting for that answer.

Mr. PASTORE. You will not get that.

Mr. RIBICOFF. I think we deserve
that answer because I agree that Ad-
miral Rickover is “the” authority in the
world on nuclear submarines and I am
curious as to why he was not called.

Mr. PASTORE. I am, too. I do not
know whether we will ever get an answer
to that question. In due time we will
ask it again. I have already asked it
twice.

I now yield to the Senator from Wash -
ington (Mr. JACKSON) .

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, is it not
a fact that he was called before the
committee? Is that not true?

Mr. PASTORE. He was, but I do not
want to make too much of that. I repeat,
people are sincere who are opposed to
this, but I am merely saying here,
whether they did or did not, the faet
still remains that I am bringing to the
Senate the judgment of a man who is an
expert, and I will leave it up to this body
to vote their own consciences.

I am just giving my own feelings, my
ideas, and my thoughts on this very im-
portant subject. I know that I am deal-
ing with $885 million. I know it looks
beautiful to be able to go home and say,
“Oh, I cut that defense budget by $885
million.”

It is like the man who would not paint
his house. He kept telling his family,
“Look at the money I save,” until the
house fell down. Then he regretted it.

My mother used to tell a little story
and, of course, it was a fable but they
liked to tell stories like this in the old
days.

A man had a donkey. It was a working
animal. He used to feed the donkey three
times a day. Then he said to himself,
“Look, why should I feed him three times
a day? So he fed him twice a day and
he did that for 2 or 3 months and he
got away with it.

Because he got away with it, he said
to himself, “Look, I used to feed him
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three times a day and now I feed him
only twice a day. Maybe I can go to once
a day.” So he started to feed the donkey
only once a day. He got away with it for
2 or 3 months.

Then one day he said to himself, “Why
not feed him only once a week?” And
that is what he did.

Do you know what happened? The
donkey died.

So, Mr. President, it is all right here
to prophesy that we do not need this or
that. But what if we are wrong? What
if we have another Cuban crisis? Can
another John Kennedy stand up and
say to another Khrushchev, “You can-
not bring those atomic weapons in or I
will blow up your ships.” At the time he
said that every strategic American
plane was in the air. America was ready
for nuclear war,

Khrushchev backed away because he
knew that John Eennedy had the power
behind what he was saying.

In this day and age, that is what we
must have ir order to back up our words
with these bullies in Moscow and Peking.

Can we back this up with power?

That is what we are talking about
here.

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Rhode Island yield for
a question?

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr, President, will the
Senator from Rhode Island yield?

Mr. PASTORE. I yield to the Senator
from Connecticut.

Mr. RIBICOFF. In listening to the
colloquy between the distinguished
Senator from Rhode Island and the dis-
tinguished Senator from New Hamp-
shire, it is apparent that we really are
not talking about a net saving of $885
million——

Mr. PASTORE, No, but that is what
they say.

Mr. RIBICOFF, That is right. In any
event, whether we take the figure cited
by the Senator from New Hampshire or
the figures of Admiral Rickover, in the
long run, it is going to cost millions of
dollars more if we defer this program
another 2 years.

Mr. PASTORE. The Senator was a
Governor of Connecticut before he came
to the Senate.

Mr. RIBICOFF. That is right.

Mr. PASTORE. I remember a long
time ago they cited half a billion dollars
against my figure of $1 billion. Everyone
knows that costs are going up every day,
That is the trouble. We have been pres-
ent on this floor time and time again
and listened to the castigation of the
administration because of inflation.
Everyone knows the price of everything
is going up and that the longer we wait,
the more everything is going to cost.

But I am saying now: What is the use
of building half a bridge if, when you
walk over the half you drown?

That is not the policy of this Sen-
ate, I hope.

All I am saying here is I believe the
time has come, because we have given our
assent to the building of the Trident, it
is important for us to find out how fast
we can do it, how much money we can
save, and what it means to the security
of our country.
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Mr. McCINTYRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Rhode Island yield for
a question?

Mr. PASTORE. I yield.

Mr. McINTYRE. Does the Senator
from Rhode Island know why Admiral
Rickover was not brought before the sub-
committee on R. & D. on the Trident pro-
gram?

Mr. PASTORE. No, I do not know.

Mr, McINTYRE. Because he is not in
charge of it.

The Navy makes the presentation to
the Senate. The Navy does not want to
bring him in. They bring over their own
best men. Admiral Rickover is up at the
Schenectady nuclear propulsion plant.

Mr. PASTORE. Senator, let me tell you
something. When the pressure is on and
there is any question about the makeup
of the submarine, who do you think su-
pervises it? Admiral Rickover, It is not
true that all he has is authority over
the nuclear reactor. He has authority
over everything connected with this sub-
marine.

Mr, McINTYRE. He is not in charge
of it.

Mr. PASTORE. I do not care whether
he is in charge of it or not; he is an ex-
pert. Why did the Senator not call him?

Mr., McINTYRE. Why did not the
Senator from Rhode Island go to the
Secretary of Defense and complain? We
had 85 hours down there of listening fto
various testimony.

Mr. PASTORE., I am not complaining
to anybody. You people are complaining.
I am just saying that we should follow the
committee here. The committee has
voted on this. How is it that the Sen-
ator's commitiee did not agree with his
position?

Mr. McINTYRE. They came pretty
close.

Mr. PASTORE. But close does mnot
count.

Mr. McINTYRE. The first time they
voted 8 to 7 on my position, and then a
distinguished Senator of this body found
that his proxy had been incorrectly cast,
and the vote was reversed.

Mr. PASTORE. So what? There is no
cheating there, is there?

Mr. McINTYRE. I am telling the Sen-
ator how close it was.

Mr. PASTORE. Of course it was close,
and this is going to be close, and it may
be by one vote. The name of the game is
to win.

Mr, LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. PASTORE. 1 yield.

Mr., LONG. It seems to me that that is
the name of the problem here. If war
breaks out sometime this year, while
waiting for this weapon, it is of no use.

Mr. PASTORE. They keep talking
about the Trident I missile. That is the
C-4. They have not developed it yet.
They do not even have a warhead for it.
The remarkable thing about it is that
if you put it in the Poseidon, you have
to take some of the warheads off, because
it cannot carry as many warheads. You
can put as many as 12 warheads on the
Trident II, and you can shoot them
over 6,000 miles.

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?
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Mr. PASTORE. Yesterday, the Senator
from Minnesota said this is a launching
pad, Of course, it is. The Russians are
not worried about our land-based mis-
siles. They have a 25-megaton SS-9 tar-
geted on every missile we have. If a sur-
prise attack comes, they can blow it up,
because our silos are not hardened. But
they are afraid of one thing. They are
afraid of the mobile launching pad that
they cannot find to hit. That is why we
are interested in it.

Do Senators realize what this means?
You can put the Trident 500 miles off
the shore of the United States of Amer-
ica, and you can hit Moscow, and the
Trident can move up and down so they
do not know where it is.

That is the deterrent. All I am inter-
ested in here is deterrence. I am not
interested in who is going to win the next
nuclear war. Nobody is going to win the
next nuclear war. We are all going to
come out of our cellars like monkeys if
it ever comes, and God forbid.

The thing that is necessary in our day
and age is to do what needs to be done,
to do what will not allow the other side
even to dare to move. John Kennedy
proved that in October 1962 in the Cuban
crisis. That is how they averted that
crisis.

I do not know how much time this
side has.

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. PASTORE. Why does not the
Senator wait until I get through with my
discussion? Not that I am reluctant to
yield. The Senator has made a speech.
Now I am making my speech. Let me
finish it, and then I will stay here until
doomsday to answer the questions.

So I urge my colleagues to read this
letter very carefully. It is all covered
here. Listen to what this man has to say.
A copy of the letter is on the desk of
each Senator.

I am confident that we have the technical
capabllity in hand to proceed now with the
construction of the lead ship rather than
waiting. This confidence is based on my ex-
perience over the past quarter of a century
of designing and bulilding 101 nuclear sub-

marines and 4 nuclear surface ships now in
the fleet.

Why do Senators think Admiral Rick-
over is called the father of the nuclear
Navy? Imagine, the father of the nu-
clear Navy not being asked to come be-
fore this committee before it made an
important decision, on the ground that
perhaps some admiral or some Secretary
of Defense did not want to bring him
down. What difference does that make?
Admiral Rickover comes before our Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy. I have
dealt with him since 1952.

I think he is a blessing to America. I
do not know where we would be today if
it had not been for Admiral Rickover. As
a matter of fact, he has stunned the Rus-
sians; he has stunned the Red Chinese.
Here is a man who is so devoted that he
makes it his business to supervise con-
tracts to make sure that the Govern-
ment gets a dollar of value for every dol-
lar it spends. He is not reluctant to criti-
cize even the members of his own agency,
the Navy, or the Defense Department.
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This is what he says in his letter:

The cumulative distance steamed by all
of our nuclear-powered ships has surpassed
23 million miles.

One of our nuclear subs was under the
jececap at the North Pole 30 days, and
it did not surface. That is the sub he
built. Do not tell me that he does not
kaow anything about the Trident.
Twenty-three million miles—the Rus-
sians wish they had him.

I continue reading from the letter:

Our fleet of Polaris/Poseldon nuclear-
powered submarines has completed 1,024
patrols, which amounts to 61,500 days of
submerged operation—

Not above water, but submerged opera-
tion—“or over 165 years under water.”

There you are. That is the man who
speaks on this subject. Do not tell me
that anybody in this Chamber is qualified
to discredit this man. You can disagree
with him, but nobody can discredit Ad-
miral Rickover.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. PASTORE. I yield.

Mr. JACKSON. Is it not a fact that
Admiral Rickover was born in Poland,
which is now a part of Russia and was a
part of Russia, and came here at the age
of 4 or 5?

I know of no one who understands
this problem better than Admiral Rick-
over I have had the privilege of working
with him since 1949, when I became a
member of the House Atomic Energy
Committee, the joint House-Senate com-
mittee, as a Member of the House.

The able Senator from Rhode Island
has put his finger right on the problem.
When you get into the kind of question
that is before the Senate, whether we
ought to delay for 2 years or whether we
ought to start now, so that we can have
the submarines available, the first one,
in 1978, I know of no one in the world
today who knows more about that par-
ticular point than Admiral Rickover. As
the Senator from Rhode Island has
pointed out, the Soviet Union would love
to have him. His parents had to leave
because of persecution. Thank God they
came fo the United States of America.

Mr. PASTORE. One of the most beau-
tiful speeches I have ever heard was the
speech made by Henry Kissinger at the
time he was sworn in as Secretary of
State, when he told the American public
that he knew from personal experience
what oppression and hatred can do, and
he knows that threat.

I do not want to take the position here
that this should become a glorification
of Admiral Rickover. I am merely pre-
senting him as my expert witness. I have
tried hundreds of cases in court, and ev-
ery time I needed an expert witness, I
knew that I had an obligation to qualify
him. Admiral Rickover meets every qual-
ification.

I regret very much that the members
of that committee did not have an oppor-
tunity to listen to this man. Just to listen
to him is to have respect and admiration
for him. He does not indulge in excesses;
he does not exaggerate. He is a fine
American, and he does a fine job. He is
loved by the people who work with him.,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

He is hated by some people who disagree
with him because he is outspoken. He
calls a spade a spade. Admiral Rickover
would die before he would write anything
in this letter that is not true or that he
did not believe in.

That is his convictior. He is not a
demagog. He is not the kind of man
who writes a letter for the sake of writing
a letter just to win a point. If he did not
believe in the Trident he would stand up
and tell us. The remaraable thing is that
this letter comes uncder the heading of
the Atomic Energy Commission. I talk
to him year in and year out. We have to
authorize the money, in the joint com-
mittee for the nuclear reactor for the
ship, and then it goes to the Committee
on Armed Services for the whole ship.
But the fact is that here we have the
statement of a man who is an expert in
this field.

Mr. President, you do not have to ac-
cept 1978 if you do not want to; you can
even chuck the Trident if you want, but
when it is argued on the floor of the Sen-
ate that by going to 1978 rou waste mon-
ey and by going to 1980 you save money,
nobody is going to believe that. That
argument was made on this floor, and I
cannot believe it. I know as surely as
God made little green apples that if you
stretch out this program it is bound to
cost more. That has been our experience
all along.

I have heard this idea that we are sav-
ing $885 million so often. You are just
postponing the $885 million; when you
get to the end of the lin® the costs will
be a lot more. As Admiral Rickover has
said, it may be $1 billion. I know this is
expensive, but we need a new family of
submarines.

It is strange that Senators rise on the
floor und vote for the F-14 saying that we
have to have, and vote for something else
that we have to have, and the argument
is made, that if we do not get it now, the
cost is going to go up; yet, when we get
to the Trident, the argument is that the
cost is going to go down if we stretch it
out. The argument is inconsistent.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp the
full letter from Admiral Rickover, to
which I have referred.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

U.S. AToMIiCc ENERGY COMMISSION,
Washington, D.C., September 26, 1973.
Hon. JoHN O, PASTORE,
U.5. Senate.

Dear SENATOR PasTore: In our telephone
conversation this morning you requested that
I furnish you my answers to the following
questions concerning the TRIDENT submar-
ine program:

“Apart from political and shipbuilding con-
siderations connected with the SALT I agree-
ment, but including economic considera-
tions: What is the advantage of proceeding
with the TRIDENT program approved last
year to complete the first submarine in 1978
in lieu of 19807 It is stated that by postponing
to 1980 we can reduce the Fiscal Year 1974
defense budget by $885.4 million. In the long
run would this delay to 1980 cost more or
less? By adhering to 1978 instead of 1980 are
we engaging in a project which will be uncer-

tain? How far have we gone in R. & D. to
justify 1978? Is 1978 an orderly business
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schedule? On what experience do you justify
recommending we proceed with construction
of the lead ship this year?"

Last year Congress appropriated funds to
procure long lead components for the first
Trident submarines based on the lead ship
starting operation in 1978. For the past vear
all Trident work has been proceeding on
this schedule. To continue with this program
on an orderly basis, construction of the lead
Trident submarine needs to be authorized
and funded this year. If the Congress now
reverses its decision of last year by deferring
the lead ship and stretching out the procure-
ment of the follow ships, the program under-
way for the last year will be disrupted. If ten
Trident submarines are bought on the de-
layed schedule contemplated by the amend-
ment offered by Senators McIntyre and Domi-
nick, the Navy estimates that the cost of
the program will increase by more than one
billion dollars. The Deputy Secretary of De-
fense in a letter dated May 14, 1973 to the
Chairman of the Research and Development
Subcommittee of the Senate Armed Services
Committee noted that this cost increase
would result from breaks in the production
lines, delay and disruption, and decreased an-
nual quantity procurements, as well as from
inflation occurring during the delay period.
Thus, deferring authorization of Trident sub-
marine funds this year will not save money—
in the long run it will cost much more.

The technical feasibility of bullding the
Trident submarine has been established. The
Navy and the Atomic Energy Commission
have been working on the design and develop-
ment of the Trident submarine and propul-
sion plant for over four years. Over 100 dif-
ferent configurations for the Trident sub-
marine were studied before establishing the
present configuration. This issue has also
been studied by the Department of Defense
and the systems analysis community. The
concensus of the Administration and the
Secretary of Defense is that the present Tri-
dent configuration is the one we should
build.

The Trident submarine is following the ap-
proach that has been used successfully to
design, bulld, and deploy all our nuclear
ships since the Nautilus.

A full size mockup of the entire Trident
propulsion plant has been built to demon-
strate that the layout of systems and com-
ponents is satisfactory for operation, main-
tenance, and repair. The basic deslgn of the
nuclear reactor has been proven by tests.

Full size mockups of the Trident missile
tubes, control room, sonar room, radio room,
and other operating spaces have also been
built to demonstrate satisfactory layouts.
Equipments for critical systems such as
sonar, communications, ship control, atmos-
phere control, navigation, and missile sup-
port systems have been tested.

The nuclear propulsion plant and other
submarine systems are based on designs
proven at sea using existing technology. There
is no basis for assuming that delay of the
lead Trident submarine by two years would
result in new breakthroughs in technology
which would result in changing the design of
the submarine.

Some have questioned the wisdom of pro-
ceeding with construction of the lead ship
while research and development is still being
done on the missile and submarine. But pro-
grams of the magnitude of Trident make it
necessary to proceed with procurement and
construction in some areas while other areas
are in the resarch and development stage. For
example, in developing a new missile the long
lead time is in research and development with
a relatively short production span of one and
one half to two years required to build the
missiles themselves, which are not needed
until the ship is finished. In contrast, the pro-
duction span time on major ship components
is up to five years under the most favorable
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conditions. Purther, large components must
be installed in the early stages of ship con-
struction. The Navy has already done the de-
velopment work necessary to define what is
needed to order the long lead ship compo-
nents and these are now being manufactured.
Delivery of these components will control the
construction schedules for the Trident sub-
marines. It is therefore necessary to manu-
facture them and start bullding the sub-
marines while the missile work is still in the
research and development stage. Detailed de-
sign of the submarine and its components
and systems must proceed in the research and
development program while the hull and long
lead time major equipments are being manu-
factured. This scheduling of detall ship and
component design, concurrent with procure-
ment of long lead time components and start
of ship construction, has proven successful
time and again in the past in every nuclear
powered warship program.

The Administration’s Trident program
provides an orderly business schedule. Design
and construction of the submarines are not
on a hasty accelerated program which could
lead to waste and added cost. In fact, more
time has been allowed for the development
and construction of the Trident submarine
than was used for previous classes of ballistic
missile submarines.

I am confident that we have the technical
capability in hand to proceed now with the
construction of the lead ship rather than
walting. This confidence is based on my ex-
perience over the past quarter of a century of
designing and building 101 nuclear submar-
ines and 4 nuclear surface ships now in the
fleet. These ships have required development
of over a dozen different design nuclear pro-
pulsion plants.

The cumulative distance steamed by all of
our nuclear powered ships has surpassed 23
million miles, including 1,960,000 miles
steamed by the four nuclear powered surface
ships. Our fleet of Polaris/Poseidon nuclear
powered submarines has completed 1,024
patrols which amount to 61,500 days of
submerged operation or over 165 years under-
water. The naval nuclear propulsion program
has 123 atomic reactors in operation, which
represent an accumulated total of over 1,075
vears of operational experlence. This is far
more than the experience amassed by all the
commercial atomic powerplants in the
United States combined. The Navy has never
had a single radiation casualty and has never
had to abort a mission.

I can assure you that I do not take my
responsibility lightly when I say I am con-
fident we can proceed with the construction
of the Trident submarine now rather than
waliting. That confidence is based on my per-
sonal knowledge of what we have to do and
what we have already done.

Sincerely yours,
H. G. RICKOVER.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I wish
to thank the Senators for listening to me.
If anyone wishes to ask me to yield, I am
glad to do so. If anyone wants to speak
on his own time, I will yield the floor.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inguiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state it.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, how
much time do we have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Washington has 30 min-
utes remaining. The Senator from New
Hampshire has 38 minutes remaining.

Who yields time?

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I yield
10 minutes to the Senator from Con-
necticut.
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First, Mr. President, how much time
do we have tomorrow?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. One-half
hour to a side.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I yield
10 minutes to the distinguished Sena-
tor from Connecticut, and then I shall
yield to the Senator from Alabama.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut is recognized.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join with my distinguished
colleagues Chairman STENNIS, Senator
Jackson, and Senator PAsTORE in support
of full funding of the Trident program.
In the past we have sometimes differed
on the amounts of money which should
be spent on specific weapons systems, but
there is no disagreement between us on
this issue because the Trident program
is vital to the future of this country and
to world peace.

The Trident is one military program
that surely makes sense both strategi-
cally and economically. It is a program
which builds on the great success of the
Polaris program—one of the most cost-
effective and reliable weapons systems
our country has ever produced.

It is true that the Polaris/Poseidon
force we have deployed today is an awe-
some sea-based deterrent. The comple-
tion of the Poseidon conversion program
will provide us with an even larger num-
ber of warheads. However, numbers in
themselves mean little unless survivabil-
ity is attached to those numbers. Our
present submarines, built with the tech-
nology of the 1950’s, possess weaknesses
which could be fatal in the 1980’s. The
exact moment of vulnerability, of course,
is not precise, but Soviet technology has
been moving with increasing speed.

Complacency in light of the Soviet
progress does not seem warranted. We
originally built the Polaris system in a
relatively makeshift manner, modifying
a planned attack submarine into a stra-
tegic one. The result was most beautifully
done and at a most opportune time. We
moved forward with a progression of
improved missiles up to the present time
when we have a very flexible and surviv-
able Poseidon. But when a nation is deal-
ing in strategic deterrence, it is necessary
to keep ahead of the competition. The
Trident will enable us to stay ahead dur-
ing an era when manned strategic bomb-
ers will be obsolete, and land-based mis-
siles will be much more vulnerable.

We are having full discussion and de-
bate of the wisdom of going ahead with
Trident program. I am convineced, on the
basis of the faets presented by both
sides, that the Navy must proceed now
to modernize its ballistic missile subma-
rine deterrent.

A few basic considerations are most
compelling. First, the Soviets have built
and continue to build a modern ballistic
missile submarine force with the largest
and most modern submarine building
yards in the world. They are already
building their equivalent of our Trident
submarines and missiles, and a number
of them are already in the water. These
developments increase the threat fto
other elements of our strategic forces
and underscores the reliance we must
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place on our sea-based strategic deter-
rent. Frankly, I feel this is the safest and
best deterrent force we have, with planes
and missiles diminishing in importance.

Second, the Trident would reduce the
vulnerability of our sea-based deterrent
to any possible Soviet breakthrough in
antisubmarine warfare. A Trident sub-
marine with its arsenal of 24 Trident I
missiles could hit Moscow from a range
of 4,000 miles. This increase in missile
range would open up additional areas of
ocean in which American submarines
would have to be hunted down and de-
stroyed, making the job that much hard-
er for the Rusians. The program also
calls for a follow-on missile, Trident II,
which would increase the range to 6,000
miles.

Trident is also needed to prevent ob-
solescence of our aging submarines. All
41 of our present Polaris subs were de-
ployed within a T-year period, and by
1980 the oldest of them will have been
operational for 20 years, their nominal
design life.

There is also merit in the argument
that approval of the Trident program will
provide this country with the bargain-
ing power that is necessary for the suc-
cess of the second phase of the SALT
talks.

Finally, when we view the Soviets’ awe-
some and increasing military capability
coupled with Moscow’s lack of respect for
human détente, we would be remiss in
our national security obligations if we did
not act resolutely.

No one should be considered an alarm-
ist if he states that we still live in a
very dangerous world. Men still fight and
die all over the globe, and the potential
for conflict remains high in a number of
areas.

There has been much talk of détente
between ourselves, the Soviet Union, and
China. I am certainly for it. Who can
be against a relaxation of tensions and
greater harmony between East and West?
But mere words of peaceful intent must
be measured against reality. Détente to-
day, unfortunately, is more {ragile than
some would have us believe.

Wishful thinking on our part will not
hasten the day when we can begin beat-
ing our swords into plowshares.

The leaders of the Soviet Union may—
when they coldly calculate it to be in
their interest—pay lipservice to the con-
cept of world peace. In fact, the United
States has given them valuable incen-
tives to do so—one-quarter of our wheat
crop last year, the promise of American
technology, lavish credits, and develop-
ment of their natural resources. But at
the same time, the Soviets have been
building up both their conventional and
nuclear armaments at a much more rapid
rate than we have. Americans are paying
higher prices for bread, poultry, and
meat today so that Russia can pursue
this policy.

Much has been said about a new era
in relations with the Soviet Union. In-
creased trade is cited as a prime example,
But does the Soviet Union look upon
increased trade ties with the United
States as paving the way for closer con-
tacts and cooperation?
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Not when Russia buys U.S. wheat at
bargain prices and resells it abroad.

Not when the Soviet Union agrees to
pay its lend lease debt at only 6 cents on
the dollar, while demanding MFN treat-
ment and cheap credits in return,

Not when Russia is seeking the latest
American technology and proposing to
repay the United States by permitting us
to invest billions in developing their own
natural gas reserves—for which we will
then have to pay premium prices.

We must ask ourselves whether true
détente with the Soviet Union can be
bought.

We must also ask ourselves whether
our current détente policies are really
furthering the cause of human freedom,
and moving Soviet society in this direc-
tion. The record of performance is un-
fortunately most dismal. More than 50
years after the Russian revolution Soviet
leaders still display the most cynical con-
tempt not only for human rights, but for
the truth. The continued use of police
state methods to implement both do-
mestic and foreign policies should give
us pause to consider. And certainly the
Soviet Union’s rapid military buildup
should not be taken lightly in this at-
mosphere of repression.

Andrei Sakharov recently made this
point most eloquently:

Détente without democratization, would be
very dangerous . .. that would be cultivation
and encouragement of closed countries, where
everything that happens goes unseen by for-
elgn eyes behind a mask that hides its real
face. No one should dream of having such a
neighbor, and especially if this neighbor is
armed to the teeth,

At a time when we are unsure of So-
viet intentions, the Congress must insure
the credibility of our overall defense pos-
ture and of our nuclear deterrent.

We must ask ourselves what signals we
wish to send to the Kremlin leadership
at this time. How will Soviet leaders in-
terpret any lack of resolve to take prac-
tical steps to ensure the survivability of
our strategic forces?

It is not enough to hope that a certain
number of submarines or B-52’s or Min-
uteman missiles will be sufficient. We
must be dead certain of the strength and
survivability of our nuclear deterrent.
This takes more than a review of the
numbers of missiles and megatonnage; it
takes an analysis of what we can sense
about the mood of the Soviet leadership.

Lavish toasts to peace are not very
reliable guidelines. We must seek evi-
dence that shows, for example, whether
the Soviet Union is reconciled to the
prospect of exchanging ideas and people
with the West. But what do we actually
find? A Valery Panov is not permitted to
dance; Soviet newspapers are mockeries
of the truth; and sane men are locked in
insane asylums for speaking out against
injustice.

It has taken leading Russian figures
to remind us in recent days of the par-
anoia and heavy handedness of the
Soviet system.

The people of the United States and
the Congress owe a debt of gratitude
to Nobel laureate, Alexander Solzhe-
nitzyn, and to Andrei Sakharov for re-
minding us of the kind of people we are
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“détenting” with. We should thank them
for explaining why real progress in build-
ing a safer world is impossible so long as
human freedom is negated.

It is time for those in this country
who yearn so desperately for peace and
an end to the arms race to realize that
both sides must want peace equally. Deep
and genuine desires for international
harmony must be tempered by an un-
derstanding of the harsh realities of the
situation.

We all want to eliminate wasteful de-
fense spending. We all would like to see
a greater portion of our Government’s
resources devoted to our schools, the
elderly, and the disadvantaged. But un-
less we are prepared to demonstrate our
determination to retain a strong defense
posture, world peace and stability could
be seriously threatened in the years
ahead.

It gives me little joy to seek support
for a defense program which will cost
more than $1.5 billion this year. But we
will be getting a system that is already
proving itself and which will provide
even greater dividends in terms of peace
and stability.

To delay now would create uncertainty
as to the strength of our resolve to resist
pressures from those who appreciate
strength so much.

I urge my colleagues to consider all
the arguments carefully, and join me in
supporting the committee’s recommen-
dation for full funding of the Trident
program.

Mr. JACESON. Mr, President, I wish
to commend the able and distinguished
Senator from Connecticut for an ex-
cellent statement, particularly on the
issue alluded to by the Senator from
Arkansas (Mr. FULBrIGHT) —détente.

Mr. RIBICOFF. I am quite unable to
understand why détente always has to
come from the United States and why we
always have to lean over backward to
prove our peaceful intentions, It seems
that no request or demand is ever made
for the Soviet Union to prove their own
good intentions.

Mr. JACKSON. I could not agree more,
yet the Senator from Arkansas was say-
ing that if we go ahead with a program
which will launch one submarine in 1978,
we will be placing détente in jeopardy.

It is a fact that under the interim
agreement the Soviets are permitted 62
submarines, and we are allowed a maxi-
mum of 44; they are permitted a total of
950 missile launchers aboard their sub-
marines, and we are allowed 710.

Yet the Senator from Arkansas (Mr.
FuLericHT), in effect, is saying that we
ought not to have our full quota of 710,
but he says not a word about the Rus-
sians building up to the full 950 sub-
marine-based missile launchers allowed
them.

I would point out to the Senate that
the Soviets now have, operational or
under construction, 50 nuclear-powered
missile-firing submarines.

Mr. RIBICOFF. And they also have in
the water today the equivalent of the
submarine we are trying to put in the
water beginning in 1978.

Mr. JACKSON. The Senator is cor-
rect. They now have in the water five Tri-
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dent-type submarines that can fire mis-
siles over 4,000 miles—4,200 miles, to be
exact. This is something we cannot do
today.

They already have five. They have 12
under construction, for a total of 17.

The Senator from Arkansas and those
who argue that it is the United States
which threatens détente, for some reason
never say anything about what the Rus-
sians are doing under the interim agree-
ment. What the Russians are doing is
permitted, to be sure, but the Senator
from Arkansas does not want the United
States to have even one of the three addi-
tional submarines we are permitted to
have under the SALT I interim agree-
ment. Is that not a one-sided détente?

Mr. RIBICOFF. It certainly is, and
does not the history of modern times
demonstrate that the Russians always re-
spect strength and show contempt for
weakness? If we really want genuine
arms limitation agreements we can only
get them if we are equally as strong as
the Soviet Union.

Mr. JACKSON. The Senator is abso-
lutely right. Perhaps more of our col-
leagues should listen to two towering men
in the Soviet Union, men who stand at
the summit of their professions. I refer
to Andrei Sakharov, the world-famous
physicist, and father of the Soviet hydro-
gen bomb, and Alexander Solzhenitsyn,
the Nobel Prize winner in Iliterature.
These men are warning us not to be
naive. That is what they are saying, as
they speak from Moscow with great cour-
age, as they speak out in behalf of those
who have been denied freedom. They
say to the U.S. Congress, in support of
my East-West trade and freedom of emi-
gration amendment: It is high time for
the United States to stop being naive.

If we are going to work effectively for
the cause of world peace, America has
to be strong. If there is any doubt about
it, just ask these Soviet intellectuals. And
anyone who is a student of this subject
would also say, “Ask the Chinese, ask the
Chinese"——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr, President, I yield
myself 1 additional minute.

It is a fact that, today, the Chinese
are terribly concerned over whether the
United States is going to maintain a
credible deterrent. The only reason the
President of the United States was able
to go to Peking and to talk with the
Chinese, was that the Chinese wanted to
talk with us. They know the terrible
threat, the Soviet Union, under the
Brezhnev doctrine, poses to their country.

The Chinese speak out openly about
the possibility of Russian aggression
against their country, and the only na-
tion that can use its power in talking to
the Russians effectively is the United
States of America.

Mr. RIBICOFF. So for SALT II to be
successful, the United States must go
into those talks with both determination
and strength, or it will be a one-sided
deal all the way down the line.

Mr. JACKSON. The Senator is absolu-
tely correct, and I compliment him most
highly for pointing out the dangers of a
one-sided détente and addressing himself
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so effectively to that question. It has been
extremely useful.

Mr. President, I yield 10 minutes to
the distinguished Senator from Alabama
(Mr. ALLEN) .

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I am
prouder each day of my vote against the
ABM Treaty, limiting our country to one
offensive site, and also my vote against
the Arms Limitation Agreement that
gave the Russians a 3-to-2 advantage
over the United States in offensive nu-
clear weapons.

Yet we see the Russians developing
their technology and improving their
submarines. We see that this advantage
that was built in for the Russians, based
on the advanced technology of our equip-
ment, has resulted from a mirage, be-
cause they are developing their equip-
ment and getting it onto a par with ours.
The United States needs superiority for
its own good, if we are to maintain our
defensive position.

Mr. President, the Recorp has been
filled with page after page of authorita-
tive articles from news media through-
out the world attesting to the fact that
despite SALT I, the Moscow Agreements’
and a whole host of other forms of In-
ternational negotiations, the arms race
still goes on. But, Mr. President, it is a
one-sided arms race with the Soviet
Union showing no signs of slowing down
its drive to gain absolute military su-
premacy over the United States. Once
the military supremacy has been estab-
lished, what will stand in the way of
Communist political supremacy?

Even while Senators demand that we
scuttle some of our major new weapons
system as a peace offering to the Com-
munist leaders, we . face the inevitable
fact that the Soviet Union has sur-
passed the United States in actual num-
bers of strategic missile launchers. Last
year we agreed to permit Russia to
maintain 62 nuclear submarines—most
of which are now of the latest design—
while we limited ourselves to 44 nuclear
submarines, most of which are aging and
in need of expensive modifications just to
keep them current.

Mr. President, while the Senate is de-
bating whether to fund the Trident sub-
marine, which would serve as a replace-
ment of our Polaris- and Poseidon-
armed submarines, the Russians are al-
ready building their equivalent to the
Trident. These developments increase the
threat to our land-based strategic forces
and the reliance we must place on our
sea-based strategic deterrent.

The Soviets are continuing to build
modern submarines at the rate of eight a
year while we build nothing.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, ALLEN, I am happy to yield to the
Senator from Washington.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, the best
information we have now is that the
Russians are building 12 submarines a
vear—1 a month. This seems to be
their present capability.

Mr. ALLEN. I am glad to get this in-
formation. I was aware that the Russians
are building at the rate of 12 submarines
a year, but I was using a more conserva-
tive figure in my argument,
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Even if the present request for Trident
authorizations were approved, the first
Trident would not become operational
until after the Russians had filled their
full complement of modern submarines
and were ready to replace them with
even more advanced systems than our
own. So we would have lost any hope
or opportunity to regain or maintain a
status quo.

Mr. President, I do not want to see
an escalating arms race. I would cer-
tainly prefer that we might beat our
swords into plowshares and devote our-
selves and our resources completely to
peaceful pursuits. But we must be realis-
tic and face the fact that the Commu-
nists are not slowing down their efforts
to attain absolute military superiority
over the United States.

I firmly believe that national defense
must be our No. 1 priority and that
Congress must approve the devel-
opment and purchase of the finest pos-
sible weapons systems so that our Armed
Forces can deter any potentizl attacks
against us. This includes full support for
the Defense Department’s request for
the Trident submarine.

I hope that this program will not be
extended, that it will not be delayed,
that it will not carry over into 1980, but
will be allowed to be completed in 1978.
Let us not slow down the Trident project.
It ought to be full-speed ahead for the
project. And that is what it must be
if we are to maintain an adequate de-
fense against the Russian submarine
threat and if we are to overccme the
numerical superiority that the Russians
have.

Mr. President, the U.S. News & World
Report in its issue of September 17, 1973,
published an interesting article, entitled
“Despite Arms Pact, the Race SGoes On,”
based on an authoritative study of the
continuing Russian drive to attain new
nuclear weapons. The Washington Post
in its Friday, September 14, 1973, issue
published an article by Joseph Alsop
which deals with this same subject. I ask
unanimous consent that both articles be
placed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the Rec-
oRrp, as follows:

[From the U.S. News & World Report,
Sept. 17, 1973]

DesriTE ArRMSs Pact, THE RAcE Goes ON

LonpoN.—An authoritative analysis of glo-
bal military developments, just issued here,
provides a sober warning.

If Americans are counting on Washington's
new relationship with Moscow to produce an
automatic slowdown in the costly arms race,
they are in for a disappointment,

The situation is this—

Fifteen months after the signing of the
Moscow agreements that were expected to
dampen the weapons build-up by the two
superpowers, the competition between Rus-
sia and the U.S. Is continuing virtually un-
checked.

In only one fleld—the deployment of anti-
missile missiles—is there evidence that the
agreements signed In May, 1972, have ap-
plied a real brake to spending for sophisti-
cated arms.

In all other flelds, and especially in the
missiles, the analysis made public by the
International Institute for Strategic Studies
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Indicates that no spending slowdown is In
sight.

Russian push. The institute, in its annual
report on the “military balance,” puts it like
this:

“The yeur after the interim agreement on
offensive missiles provided little evidence of
superpower restraint in this field.”

The Soviet Union, the institute points out,
is rushing to build the maximum number
of long-range missiles permitted under the
agreement—a total of 2,359. This will give
Russia a considerable advantage over the
U.S., which is limited by the five-year in-
terim agreement to 1,710 offensive missiles.

These are the main Soviet advances in
the arms race cited by the study:

Three new types of long-range, land-based
missiles are being developed and apparently
a fourth Js in the works. Two of these re-
portedly are designed to carry MIRV—mul=-
tiple, independently targeted re-entry vehi-
cles—which the Russians recently tested for
the first time.

The Sovlets are moving to reach the limit
in land-based intercontinental-range mis-
siles permitted under the interim agreement.
They now have 1,627 of them operational—
nearly 500 more than the U.S.—and appear
ready to install missiles in 91 still uncom-
pleted silos.

Thirty-one submarines comparable to the
U.S. Polaris have been launched, each with
16 missiles. In addition, three new and more
advanced submarines have come off the ways.
All are equipped with 12 missiles having a
range of about 4,600 miles.

The Soviets appear determined to build
all of the 62 nuclear-powered, missile-carry-
ing submarines allowed under the first stra-
tegic-arms-limitation talks (SALT) agree-
ment. That would give them a substantial
numerical advantage over the U.S., which is
limited to 41 such submarines,

Widening gap. Over all, the study shows
the Soviet Union well ahead of the US. in
long-range missiles—with a total of 2,155
presently operational against 1,710 land-
based and sea-based missiles for the U.S.
And the gap continues to widen as the Rus-
sians expand to the limits permitted by their
agreement with the U.S.

In other directions, however, the U.S. is
fwrging ahead. The emphasis In Washington
is on increasing America’s gqualitative ad-
vantage in order to offset Russia's numerical
superiority in missile strength.

The London-based institute cites these
factors—

The U.S. has deployed 35 new Minuteman
missiles equipped with MIRV and will de-
ploy a total of 550 by 1975. Each is capable
of hitting three separate targets with its
multiple warheads.

Twenty of America’s 41 offensive sub-
marines have been converted to carry Po-
seidon missiles that can fire between 10 and
14 individually targeted warheads. By 1975
or 1976, an additional 11 submarines will be
converted.

Under development is a new Trident sub-
marine-based missile system which could be
operational in 1978. The submarines would
be armed with 24 missiles having a range of
4,600 miles. Each would carry between 10
and 14 individually targeted warheds.

U.S. advantage. Everything included, the
British study reveals, the U.S. at present
outdistances the Sovlets by more than 2 to
1 in the number of warheads that it can
launch against individual targets in an
enemy country—roughly 5,000 to approxi-
mately 2,200,

And the U.S. could expand this figure to
“well over 8,000 warheads' by 1978 if it goes
ahead with the construction of three Trident
submarines permitted by the interim agree-
ment.

Looking ahead, experts are asking this
question:
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Will the Soviet Union now try to close
this “warhead gap” by marrying its newly
tested multiple warhead to its more numer-
ous and more powerful land-based missiles?

If it does, the result could be a major esca=
lation of the superpower arms race with the
U.S. speeding up its program to construct
Trident submarines and also taking other
action to prevent the Russians from gain-
ing over-all strategic superiority.

Critical talks, Should such an escalation
take place, the second round of the SALT
talks in Geneva will assume critical import-
ance.

Fallure there to hammer out a new U.S.-
Boviet agreement to avert a dangerous ac-
celeration of the arms race would jeopardize
the new political and economic relationship
developing between Washington and Moscow.

One hopeful development in the arms race
cited in the RBritish study involved anti-
missile missiles, or ABM’s In contrast to the
continued rapid build-up of offensive stra-
tegic forces, Russia and the U.S. have shown
no signs that either is determined to con-
struct ABM systems up to the limit allowed
by the treaty signed in Moscow.

That treaty limits the deployment of these
defensive antimissile missiles to two sites
which may be equipped with 100 launchers
each.

But, says the institute's new study, there
is no evidence that elther nation is going
beyond the construction of a single site.
[From the Washington Post, Sept. 14, 1973]
THE NUCLEAR BALANCE
(By Joseph Alsop)

If you want to know where this counftry
now stands both politically and strategically,
you will learn much from the story of the
Trident program in the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committee. Trident, aimed to provide
the U.S. with a new sea-launched missile
force, is first new-generation strategic weap-
ons system that the Pentagon has requested
in many years.

In the absence of the committee chairman,
Sen. John Stennis of Mississippi, the man
charged with piloting Trident through the
Armed Services Committee was Sen. Henry
8. Jackson of Washington. Senator Jackson
held the proxy ballot of Senator Stennis.
Even so, Jackson barely managed to keep the
Trident program in the defense budget, by a
vote of eight to seven; and he had to resort
to a drastic measure to get his majority of
one.

The measure was arranging to have the
central intelligence agency’s principal tech-
nical expert in this area, Carl Duckett, give
the senators the kind of harshly truthful
briefing that has become downright danger-
ous in Washington nowadays. What Duckett
said, in effect, was that the Soviets would
rather soon achieve really overwhelming stra-
tegic superiority.

Anyone who has followed the doings of
this town’s increasingly powerful anti-
defense lobby, knows how these people have
stressed the utter impossibility of this kind
of Soviet superiority. First, they have sald
the U.S. had MIRV's—multiple warheads, in
fact—whereas the BSoviets did not. Second
they have said the U.S. with its MIRV’s, fur-
ther had a number of nuclear missile war-
heads vastly superior to the Soviets' warhead
total.

With customary dishonesty, the anti-de-
fense lobbyists further pooh-poohed the
Soviets' powerful advantage in other stra-
tegically important areas, such as numbers
of missiles deployed. But the Soviets quite
recently tested a new system for MIRVing
their missiles. That knocked out one of the
two above-summarized arguments, leaving
only the warhead numbers story. And that
story must now be abandoned too!

In brief, the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee was warned that in a few years, the
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Soviets would have 7,000 to 8,000 nuclear
missile warheads in the megaton range, as
against about half that number of U.S, war-
heads in the kiloton range, A warhead in the
megaton range, of course, can be used as &
first strike or “counter-force” weapon if car-
ried by a missile of reasonable accuracy. No
such use is foreseeable for the U.S, kiloton-
range warheads; for a kiloton has only one
one-thousandth of the destructive power of &
megaton.

In short, the future actually holds a large
Soviet lead in warhead mumbers, combined
with a really vast Soviet lead in the killing-
power of their strategic weapons. This will
be attained, one must add, by other crucial
new developments besides the new Soviet
system for MIRVing nuclear missiles.

The most important of these other new
developments is what is called the *“‘pop-up”
system. This system has already been suc-
cessfully tested for the new generation Soviet
missile that will replace the existing SS11S.
The 8S-118 are comparable to the U.8S. Min-
uteman missiles; and the Soviets have about
1,000 85-118 deployed.

The “pop-up” system is so important be-
cause of the terms of the first SALT agree~
ment. SALT essentially forbids only two de-
velopments by the signatories. They cannot
increase the numbers of missiles already de-
ployed; and they cannot increase the size of
the silos, or holes, containing the missiles.

Unhappily, the size and power of a missile
in a given hole can be very greatly increased,
if the missile can only be arranged to ignite
outside the hole. This avoids the need to
waste much of the space inside the hole on
arrangements to handle the dreadful rush
of gas when ignition occurs. The pop-up sys-
tem, as its name implies, permits the new
generation Soviet missiles of 85-11 type to
be ignited outside their holes, thus the sys-
tem will vastly increase the power of the
most numerous class of Soviet missiles.

The pop-up system must be added to the
MIRV system, of course, since the number
and explosive strength of warheads a
MIRVed missile can carry are directly pro-
portional to its power. You can see, then, why
it was so exceptionally tactful of the Soviets
to wait until after the safe signing of the
SALT agreement to test this new system, plus
their unexpectedly long range new sea-
launched missile.

As to timing, if you take the most pessi-
mistic forecast, the Soviets will have their
strategic overwhelming lead in 1978-79, but
& bit after 1980 is more conservative. Either
way, the time is short for corrective action.

Mr, JACKSON. Mr, President, I com-
pliment the Senator from Alabama for
his clear, cogent, and logical explanation
of this aspect of America’s strategic
problems.

I have noticed that, since the Senator
from Alabama came to the Senate, he has
been very effective in presenting matters
that are essential to the security of a
nation.

I commend him for his forthrightness
and for his clear presentation on an issue
which is vital to the survival of individual
liberty and everything else we hold dear.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I thank the
distinguished Senator from Washington.
I am pleased to follow the leadership of
the able and distinguished Senator from
Washington on the matter of national
defense and the need for a strong na-
tional defense with which to protect this
country and the people of this country.

I do appreciate very much the Sen-
ator’s remarks.

Mr. JACKSON., Mr. President, I re-
serve the remainder of my time.

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, I am
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very pleased to yield at this time to the
distinguished Senator from Utah.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I thank the
Senator from New Hampshire for yield-
ing to me. I have listened carefully fo
the speeches made by the Senator from
New Hampshire, the Senator from Ala-
bama, and the Senator from Rhode Is-
land.

Mr. President, I rise to support the
amendment of the distinguished Sen-
ators from New Hampshire and Colorado
that would go to cut back on the funds
that would go toward accelerated de-
velopment of the Trident submarine. At
a time when the Federal budget is ex-
tremely tight, and when skyrocketing
inflation is our No. 1 domestic problem,
this amendment would save $885.4 mH-
lion in this year's Federal budget. At the
same time, the return to a monacceler-
ated rate of development for the Trident
would not reduce in the least the capabil-
ity of the United States to defend itself.
When the President is calling for cuts in
spending, let us cut where we can with-
out harm to our military strength.

The case for a rapid development of
the Trident has never been convincing.
The United States presently has a fleet
of 41 nuclear-powered Polaris subma-
rines that will provide us with a sound
and economical deterrent for some time
into the future. We already have begun
to install the potent Poseidon missile
on 31 of these submarines. By 1976, the
Polaris-Poseidon system will carry 5,120
independently targetable warheads, giv-
ing the United States far aad away the
most awesome submarine-launched mis-
sile system in the world.

Those who advocate the rapid devel-
opment of the Trident base their argu-
ments on the possibility that the Soviet
Union might achieve some sort of break-
through in antisubmarine warfare at
some point in the indefinite future. They
argue that the accelerated development
would afford us a system of submarines
which would not be as readily detectable
as those of our present Polaris-Poseidon
fleet. However, if the Soviet Union were
to achieve a breakthrough in antisubma-
rine warfare, it is probable that the ac-
celerated Trident would be just as vul-
nerable to that new development as the
submarines of our present fleet.

Advocates of the Trident also insist
that it would have a greater surviva-
bhility than other submarines if we were
to become engaged in a major conflict
consisting of naval battles. This naval
battle argument is an 18th-century posi-
tion which cannot be defended in this
day of missiles and atomic weapons. Any
future naval battle which would result
in detection and destruction of our sub-
marine fleet would out of necessity either
be negotiated to a speedy conclusion or
would result in a quick and devastating
exchange of nuclear weapons.

Our present Polaris-Poseidon fleet af-
fords an ample supply of viable missiles
capable of reaching targets as efficiently
and powerfully. Indeed, the McIntyre-
Dominici amendment would not affect
the development schedule of the Trident
I, or C—4 Trident missile system which
can be refitted into our present subma-
rine fleet. The essential importance of the
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Trident system is not the physical exist-
ence of the submarine, but the potential
strike force which its missiles carry. It is
this essential force—the Trident mis-
sile—which can be utilized on our present
Poseidon-Polaris fleet, thus giving our
submarines a striking distance even
greater than the already awesome po-
tential we now possess.

It is argued that the Trident sub has
greater invulnerability to attack, because
it is faster and quieter. These attributes
are clearly advantages, but they must be
weighed against two obvious disadvan-
tages, First, the Trident is larger than
the Polaris and in this sense easier to de-
tect. Second, under the SALT Agreement
of 1972, the United States would be
limited to far fewer Trident subs as
opposed to Polaris-Poseidon subs, because
the latter carry a smaller load of missiles,
Thus, with the Trident we would lose
some of the advantages of dispersion. In a
phrase, we would be placing more of our
eggs in fewer baskets.

Mr. President, I believe that this debate
on the Trident illustrates one of the
dilemmas presented by our advanced
technology. It often seems that the ad-
vance of our technology creates the al-
most obligatory feeling that since we are
technologically capable of producing a
system, it is therefore necessary that we
do so. And once we make this fateful
decision to utilize potential technology,
we are then pressured to increase the
speed with which we develop the new
system.

But is it not possible to accelerate de-
velopment too rapidly? Certainly the
most powerful bargaining tool we can
possess in our negotiations with other
countries is not a submarine system that
was developed too quickly to keep pace
with technological advances. Instead, it
is a system that has been developed
within the bounds of technological rea-
son, a system that has wisely utilized to
the fullest extent any new developments
in technology.

The compulsion with which some ad-
vocate the rushed development of this
mammoth submarine might be com-
pared with the obsession with which
Captain Ahab pursued the great white
whale Moby Dick. Though Ahab even-
tually did sight and chase the monster,
in the end he was destroyed by it. Let us,
in our deliberation of this issue, remem-
ber the example of Ahab and avoid the
irrational desire to follow a rash or hasty
development of this submarine system.
Let us pursue our national defense with
reason and consideration so that we
might avoid the building of—not a great
white whale, but a white elephant—a
project that becomes ill-conceived as a
result of our desire to pursue the very
latest technology simply for its own sake.

It seems to me that with the Polaris-
Poseidon submarine now in operation
and with the ability to refit the Trident
missile into the submarine, we certainly
retain all the deterrent power we need
while we negotiate further with the
Soviet Union in the SALT agreement to
see if we cannot further cut back on the
pile up of weapons in the two countries
and the continuing struggle that goes
on with the Soviet Union.
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Mr, President, I thank the Senator
from New Hampshire for yielding to me
for these few remarks.

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, I com-
mend the distinguished Senator from
Utah for his important support of the
MeIntyre-Dominick amendment. I am
pleased to have it.

Mr. President, how much time do I
have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire has 32 min-
utes remaining. The other side has 20
minutes remaining.

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr, President, I yield
myself such time as I may require.

I think it is most important that while
we debate the pace of development of the
Trident submarine we do not lose sight
of the fact that this year's military pro-
curement bill provides a significant
amount of money for Navy programs.

To anyone who says we are weakening
our naval forces, or who claims that we
are sending a signal of weakness to the
Soviets, I say, “let us look at the record.”

The Navy this year will be receiving
about $6 billion in hardware—procure-
ment, and research and development—
with almost half that sum being spent
on submarine programs. We have ap-
proved five new attack subs—that is the
killer sub—at a cost of $868 million, and
that is not a puny sum. Along with that,
we will be doing two Poseidon sub con-
versions costing $166 million.

One of the reasons we are only doing
two, as the Senator from Colorado
knows, is that the shipyards are so
chockablock full we can only do two of
them during this fiscal year.

In addition, we plan to buy $215 mil-
lion worth of Poseidon missiles for our
submarine fleet. The new antisubmarine
aircraft for the carrier fleet, known as
the S-3A, will carry a total cost of $455
million for this year’'s batch of 45 planes.

This is the antisubmarine warfare
plane that we fly, in most instances, off
the carriers. If we include the $1.5 bil-
lion request for the accelerated Trident
program, we would be spending well
over $3 billion for submarine warfare.
Even with the reduction which would be
effected by my amendment, the Navy
would still receive more than $2 billion
for underwater programs.

But, of course, that is not the whole
story of the Navy budget. We should not
forget the $657 million in the bill for
a nuclear carrier. With the passage of
the amendment of my colleague, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Nevada, we will
provide in excess of $700 million for the
F-14 fighter, the plane we will be fiying
off the carrier. Also approved were seven
new destroyers at a total cost of $586
million.

These are the major aspects of a $6
billion Navy hardware budget for fisecal
year 1974. All these expenditures, aside
from the accelerated Trident request,
had my full support.

I have spelled out these figures in de-
tail, because I feel they offer convinc-
ing evidence of the intention of Con-
gress to provide our Nation with the
strongest, best equipped Navy in the
world. No foe should underestimate our
dedication to this proposition, and our
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willingness to translate intention into
action.

But let us at the same time send an-
other message to our enemies. We will
continue an active, ongoing assessment
of any threats fo our security, and take
any and all necessary steps to preserve
that security. However, we will not be
rushed into helter-skelter crash devel-
opment programs that end up wasting
money and delaying the deployment of
weapons through design and construc-
tion errors.

Mr. President, I could stand here and
enumerate some of the mistakes. Take
the Cheyenne helicopter. Take the prob-
lem we have with the B-1 bomber right
now. Take the question of the main bat-
tle tank that we had here 2 or 3 years
ago. With the gold plating that was being
added to that tank, it was approaching
a cost of $1 million per tank.

The R. & D. Subcommittee has learned
that excessive concurrency is asking for
trouble.

IS OUR FLEET THREATENED?

Mr. President, a very strong element
in the position the R. & D. subcommittee
took with the full committee was on this
question that we put to the Navy ad-
mirals, the vice admirals, the command-
ers of the ocean sea.

We said, “You want this new Trident
submarine and missile system, and we do,
too. But why do we have to go so fast?
What is the threat?”

Mr. President, I am sure we have all
heard it said over and over again in the
debate that we need the Trident as fast
as possible to protect against the threat
of Soviet antisubmarine warfare.

I would like to take a moment to ex-
plore this argument made by the propo-
nents of the accelerated Trident pro-
gram because I am convinced that the
evidence does not support their conten-
tions. The words and actions of the best
experts in the Department of Defense
serve only to reinforce my conviction that
the best way to build the Trident is on
an orderly schedule which will serve the
double purpose of saving the taxpayer
money and assuring a credible and reli-
able sea-based deterrent.

What, then, do the DOD experts say
about a possible threat to our existing
Polaris/Poseidon submarine fleet?

My colleagues and I on the R. & D. Sub-
committee were fortunate to have the
opportunity to hear the testimony of Dr.
Stephen J. Lukasik. Dr. Lukasik is the
Director of ARPA, the Defense Advanced
Research Projects Agency. That is a
group that studies beyond the horizon in
R. & D., and the ways in which R. & D.
might change the name of the game. Dr,
Lukasik is well-known, and holds high
rank in his profession. In that capacity,
he has become perhaps the most well in-
formed man in the Nation on antisub-
marine warfare technology—whether it
be the projects on which our country is
working, or intelligence data on Soviet
efforts. On May 29, when Dr. Lukasik
testified, the following question was
asked:

Since your primary emphasis in mainte-
nance of the U. S. strategic deterrent is on
the undersea deterrent, what 1s your assess-
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ment of the likelihood that the Soviets could
make a technological breakthrough in ASW
and capitalize on it in time to field an opera-
tional force of sufficient size to negate our
Polaris /Poseidon force before 1980?

Dr. Lukasik submitted the following
answer through the DOD:

It is unilikely that a Soviet breakthrough in
ASW could negate our Polaris/Poseidon force
before 1980. We know the Soviets are investi-
gating some unconventional ASW technology,
and of course, we are too.

‘There is, of course, the potential for Soviet
breakthroughs that could lead to deployment
of an effective anti-Polaris force by the early
1980’s. However, the Poseldon, with its long
strike range will Increase the SSBN patrol
area sufficiently to pose immense additional
problems for any ASW sensor that can now
be conceived.

Note that Dr. Lukasik uses the word
“conceived”—not “developed,” but what
is even over the horizon—that can be
conceived?

But Dr. Lukasik’s response is not the
only evidence on this question. We also
have the statement of Dr. John Foster,
the former Director of Defense Research
and Engineering. Dr. Foster, who needs
no introduction to anyone familiar with
Defense technology, presented the DOD
research and development program to
our subcommittee this spring. In re-
sponse to a question of mine on April 17,
1973, Dr. Foster admitted the “relative
invulnerability” of the Poseidon fleet
through the decade. He stated we can-
not be “absolutely certain’ that our subs
would be invulnerable within the limited
operating area determined by the range
of our present missiles. But Dr. Foster
then went on to outline the greatly in-

creased operating capabilities afforded
our Poseidon fleet by using our option
which calls for backfitting the Trident
I missile on the Poseidon submarine.

Again, the invulnerability of our
Polaris/Poseidon fleet was confirmed by
the Navy in a written response submitted
to the R. & D. Subcommittee on May 22,
1973. The Department of the Navy, in
response of a written question of Senator
Hughes, said:

There is no postulated ASW threat in this
study (a study by the Threat Assessment
section of the Defense Research & Engineer-
ing Office) that iz not considerably blunted
by the increase in operating area provided
by the long range of the Trident missile, de-
ployed either in Poseidon or Trident sub-
marines.

Mr. President, there is no Senator in
this Chamber who feels more strongly
than I about the importance of preserv-
ing our security. And I agree with the
many experts who believe that the sea-
based leg of our defensive Triad offers
the most secure and viable deterrent. I
will, therefore, be the first to demand
that our submarine-missile force remain
invulnerable. Accordingly I asked these
questions about possible threats to the
Polaris/Poseidon fleet and was most in-
terested in the experts’ answers.

Those answers give us a crystal clear
message—our existing submarine fleet is
secure and invulnerable through the dec-
ade. Again, this is not my conclusion—
it is the position of those persons in the
Pentagon most closely associated with
the problem,
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I stated earlier that it was the words
and actions of the DOD that reinforce
my conviction. You have heard their
words—now let us take a look at their
actions.

After studying the Trident system and
its alternatives for most of the past year,
the R. & D. Subcommittee concluded that
acceleration was unnecessary. But we
decided to press ahead full steam on the
development of the Trident I missile.
This course would give us an effective
option in the unlikely event of an un-
foreseen Soviet breakthrough in ASW
technology. By developing the Trident I
missile by 1978, we would be able to fit
this longer range missile into the existing
Poseidon boats. The result would be to
quadruple the ocean area the Poseidon
fleet could use while remaining in range
of their targets. Any Soviet ASW ad-
vance would thereby be negated.

This “backfit” option is not complex
nor expensive and would achieve the
sought for result of insuring the viabil-
ity of our sea-based deterrent.

However, the DOD, in pushing their
accelerated Trident submarine program,
has decided to delay the backfit option.
Citing “fiscal constraints,” they plan to
deemphasize the missile development and
deployment on the Poseidon fleet. One
can only wonder why, if a Soviet threat
exists, has the DOD chosen such a course
of action. The only sensible conclusion is
that DOD recognizes the improbability
of any threat to our Polaris/Poseidon
fleet.

Given this improbability, and since we
have avalilable to us a cheaper, quicker,
and more reliable option, commonsense
dictates that we reject this attempt to
provide a crash program of Trident de-
velopment. Let us return to sound man-
agement practices and to a rational, or-
derly response to our future defense
needs.

Mr. President, earlier this afternoon.
when the Senator from Rhode Island
(Mr. PasToRE) was here, he was beating
me over the head, because we had not
talked to the distinguished Admiral
Rickover.

I think the Recorp should show that if
Admiral Rickover did not come over to
press his case for the Trident missile
and the Trident submarine system, that
was no fault of the Navy. They sent over
the team that could make the best case
for them.

So far as I am concerned, I am de-
lighted to hear from Admiral Rickover
or anyone else. The Navy is in charge of
the Trident submarine, not Admiral
Rickover—and not me. So if they did
not send him over it was because they
felt he would not help their case.

Mr. President, what time is left to me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BaArTLETT) . Nineteen minutes. The other
side has 20 minutes remaining.

Mr. McINTYRE. I thank the Chair. I
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
Colorado (Mr. DoOMINICK).

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate that and am happy to be with
the Senator from New Hampshire on this
amendment. I do not really think we will
be changing anyone’s mind but, for the
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Recorp, we should set out a few points
here.

I listened to the speeches of the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island (Mr. PASTORE),
the Senator from Connecticut (Mr. RisI-
corr), and the Senator from Alabama
(Mr. ALLEN), all of whom are estimable
and very fine individuals.

The Senator from Rhode Island gave
his usual impassioned speech. It was a
very good one. It reminded me of the
time I was trying to change the silver
policy of this country and he was oppos-
ing it. He was speaking for the user as-
sociation and he accused me of down-
grading the brides of America. That is
the same kind of thing I heard today.

Of course, Admiral Rickover is a fine
man. Of course, he is doing a very good
job in the nuclear reactor field. No man
is perfect. All we have to go back to is
the early days of aircraft, and we have
been building them since not too long
after Kitty Hawk, I believe since 1911.
We still have got the F-111 which can-
not land on the deck of a carrier yet.
I killed that in committee myself after
we had spent something like $600 mil-
lion—I cannot vouch for the accuracy of
that figure—to fix it up.

We also had trouble, as the Senator
from New Hampshire said, with the
Cheyenne, and we have been building
helicopters for a long time, too.

If we start building 10 massive nuclear
reactor launching pads for a missile, we
will have trouble when we have not even
figured out the R. & D. Whether it is
Admiral Rickover or anyone else, we
cannot take these things out of the fry-
ing pan like cookies. We will have some
trouble and we know it. That is what we
are trying to avoid.

The Senator from Alabama (Mr. AL-
LEn) referred to the deterrence capa-
bility, and one might think we were
not doing anything for the defense
of our country. However, we are doing an
enormous amount. The real deterrence
in the Trident system is the missile, and
we are going along with the Navy and
the administration, as requested. That
will be built by 1978, assuming that we
do not get any more problems with it.
Then if we do have any kind of prob-
lems between 1978 and 1980, we have al-
ways got the Poseidon that we can put
this in and let the missile be used at
that launching pad instead of this new
big massive submarine.

We are not trying to kill the new mas-
sive submarine. We are providing for it
here, with the first one to be in the
IOC—initial operating capability—by
1980.

We are talking about 2 years differ-
ence. We are not talking about letting
down our defenses. We are not talking
about not having a signal in SALT, We
are not talking about any of those things.
We adopted the Mansfield amendment
a few hours ago and that is a signal, the
40-percent mandatory cut of all troops
we have overseas. That will be a pretty
good indicator that we are not about to
meet our commitments over there—if it
ever holds up in conference—and I say
flat out that I hope it does not.

My problem is to try to get people to
understand that there are two parts of
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the system. One is the missile and one is
the launching platform.

The distinguished Senator from Min-
nesota (Mr. HuMPHREY) pointed that out
very clearly in yesterday's session. He
did a real good job on it and I hope that
more people were listening then than are
listening now. I can say without any
doubt at all, that although I thoroughly
enjoyed the speech of the Senator from
Rhode Island in his tribute to Admiral
Rickover, which is well deserved, we have
probably flown aircraft longer than we
have ever had a submarine. We are still
having problems with airplanes and
making sure that they work at least the
first time around.

The other point that I think is worth-
while is this: The ones the Soviets are
building, which everyone is getting ex-
cited about in the process of this debate,
are partly, just partly, missile-carrying
submarines. The rest are attack subma-
rines, just like ours. We are building five
in this bill. We have got it going now. We
are not trying to reduce our submarine
fleet In any way whatever.

What we are trying to do by this
amendment is to say, let us proceed with
development of a system by which we
know what we have in the configuration
we want when the technical details are
worked out in the manner that the De-
fense and Navy Departments think best.
Let us not build 10 all at once before
we finish the R. & D.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from Colorado has
expired.

Mr. JACKSON, Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry. How much time do
I have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 20 minutes.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I yield
5 minutes to the Senator from Texas
(Mr. TOWER) .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, the fact
is, we are taking risks when we delay the
IOC of the Trident submarine. I do not
think anyone could validly maintain that
it would be detrimental to our defense
effort to put the IOC over into 1978. I
do not see how it could be maintained
that the committee position is, some-
how, detrimental to the strategic posture
of the United States. I think we can only
conclude that getting the Trident, this
great weapons system, into the inventory
earlier, advances us in terms of stay-
ing apace with the Soviets in military
technology.

It is argued that we will have the
missile TIOC'd by 1978 and if we have
some problems we can simply retrofit
the Poseidon and put it in there. That is
an uneconomical way to do business.

Let me state another aspect of the
cost. You cannot tell me, Mr. President,
it is not going to cost us more if we string
this out 2 more years, because the value
of the dollar in terms of buying power
is going to continue to decline. So it ap-
pears to me that we can get it perhaps
a billion dollars cheaper by accelerating
it. We will be in a much safer position
vis-a-vis that of the Soviet Union.
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The fact is that in the Strategic Arms
Limitation Agreement, when we allowed
certain quantitative superiority on the
part of the Soviet Union, we did so be-
cause we felt that we would and could
be making qualitative improvements
that would not relegate us to a position
of measurable inferiority to the posture
of the Soviet Union. But the Soviet Union
also has been working on making quali-
tative improvements, and more rapidly
than we originally suspected. We are
aware now how quickly and how far the
Soviets have advanced in terms of MIRV
technology and MIRV capability. This
has to be taken into consideration.

Why we would now, at this time, com-
mit ourselves to what may be a very dan-
gerous gap 6 years hence, I cannot un-
derstand. It seems to me that if we are
going to make a mistake, we should make
a mistake on the side of safety. Why
string this thing out? Why have it cost
more? Why should we have a potentially
dangerous gap just for the sake of string-
ing it out? I think that would be more
difficult to explain to the American peo-
ple than the hundreds of millions of dol-
lars that will be added to the budget by
virtue of the fact that we included it this
year.

Mr. President, much has been said
about the extended life of our existing
Polaris/Poseidon sub. But the Navy says
they are programed for 20 years. We all
know that you always try to incorporate
a safety margin. This means that they
probably are good for a substantially
longer period of time. But the fact is that
the older those boats become, the more
shallow depths they are going to be oper-
ated at, and the more vulnerable they are
going to be. So what we are doing is
downgrading our capability in that 2-
year period if we are going to rely wholly
on Poseidons. Incidentally, by 1980, the
oldest will have reached its 20-year life-
span.

The year 1990 is constantly being cited.
That is when the first one built will be 30
years old. Are we going to risk the lives of
crews in a 30-year-old boat that is pro-
gramed for 20 years? I certainly do not
want to make a decision to do that, for
economic reasons or any other reasons.

Also, it is pointed ouf sometimes that it
will be 1987 before the newest one is 20
years old; but, of course, after that, that
system should be very obsolescent indeed,
and that is the last one in the inventory.

We had better have this program on-
going. Accelerating it can do nothing to
damage the strategic posture of the
United States. It is calculatd to enhance
the strategic posture of the United
States, just at a time when we are going
to be negotiating further agreements on
strategic arms limitations. So the timing
is critical. It will be less costly if we
accelerate.

Therefore, I see no argument that con-
vinces me that we should not proceed to
accept the committee’s position.

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a brief question?

Mr. TOWER. I will yield to the Senator
on his time.

Mr. McINTYRE. I ask the distin-
guished Senator from Texas this ques-
tion: In January and February of 1971,
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when the Navy came in with their de-
seriptive summary of programs and out-
lined their program, the ULMS program,
the underseas long-range missile pro-
gram, they had an IOC date of their sub-
marine on the books at 1980.

Nobody was complaining about how
old and obsolescent the ships were going
to be, and that is exactly what we are
proposing now. Why does the Senator
say our program is obsolete, when in
January 1971 the Navy's program was
fine with the Senator?

Mr. TOWER. It has been a long time
since January 1971, That was more than
2, years ago. That was before SALT,
before we had knowledge of the extent
to which the Soviets had advanced in
MIRYV technology. We have to revise our
thinking on defense systems and weap-
ons systems. We cannot bind ourselves
down to some doctrine that might have
seemed valid 18 months ago. This is a
rapidly changing world.

Mr. McINTYRE. It is still the same
date—1980.

Mr. TOWER. But they have acceler-
ated for a very good reason, as times
change, as the Senator from Montana
was wont to say this morning on another
matter,

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state it.

Mr. JACKSON. How much time re-
mains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Fourteen
minutes.

Mr. JACKSON. I yield myself 5 min-
utes.

Mr. President, when the debate started
this morning, the Senator from New
Hampshire referred to a statement sup-
posed to have been made by Admiral
Zumwalt about Russian activity, al-
legedly in connection with the Trident.
I have not been able to secure a verbatim
transcript of that statement. We should
get it: and then I think we can talk
more intelligently about it.

But I do want to make this one brief
observation—something I know to be a
fact. The Soviet Embassy does have a
staff assigned to the Hill. They come in
and out of my subcommittee office,
getting material and literature. If any
Senator is so naive as to think that the
Soviets are not active up here, he is just
not keeping up with what is going on.
I do not object to their coming up here.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. JACKSON. I yield.

Mr. TOWER. As a matter of fact, they
get to be very familiar faces at some of
our open hearings.

Mr. JACKSON. That is right.

Mr. TOWER. We do not get to go to
the Russian hearings in Moscow.

Mr. JACKSON. During our SALT I
Armed Services Committee hearings in
1972, they had one of their top arms con-
trol specialists there.

If any Senators have the idea that rep-
resentatives of the Soviet embassy and
of Soviet research Institutes—such as
Arbatov’s U.S.A. Institute—are not ac-
tive on the Hill, I say they just do not
know what is going on.
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Mr. President, I do not object to these
Soviet representatives coming up here.
But let us keep the record straight. For
example, one man—I will give his name
in a moment—assigned to the Hill, is in
touch with congressional staff. T person-
ally have never been lobbied by the Rus-
sians, except on my Freedom of Emigra-
tion amendment to the trade legislation,
by high Russian officials. They have come
in and argued against this amendment
which would make it possible for people
to leave the Soviet Union. Gregory
Rapota, from the Soviet Embassy, is one
person assigned to the Hill. He talks to
Senate staff members.

I just want to say this for the record:
I think it creates a false impression to
maintain that the Russians do not send
representatives to the Hill. But how many
representatives of the American Embassy
can visit the Supreme Soviet, their so-
called parliament?

So we ought not to react as though
there was something startling about the
situation Admiral Zumwalt referred to.

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. JACKSON. I yield.

Mr. McINTYRE. The difficulty with
the statement by the Chief of Naval
Operations is that we have a very close
contest here. I think we have a well-
founded, well-reasoned plan as an
alternative to the committee position. I
know that the distinguished Senator
from Washington does not agree with
that. In the midst of that debate, for
the chief man in our Navy to imply that
perhaps I or the people in my position,
who want to delay this acceleration, have
been reached by Soviet influence—

Mr. McINTYRE. This is the trouble.

Mr. JACKSON. The Senator from New
Hampshire is a good lawyer, and I know
he wants to be falr.

I have been trying to get a verbatim
transeript of the comments of Admiral
Zumwalt. What I have is incomplete. I
can only read the part that was given
to me. As I understand it the Senator
did not put in the Recorp the verbatim
transeript.

However, based on what I have seen
this is what Admiral Zumwalt said on
the “Today Show,” September 26:

Admiral ZumwaLr. The Soviets, In a host
of Ways, includlng the use of employees here,
do make a concerted effort to impact upon
U.S. policy. This is a courtesy that is afforded
in our democratic way and a courtesy that
they don't afford us in the Soviet Union.

That seems to be all he said. I ecalled
the Navy and I asked for the transcript,
which they had to get from NBC. I would
like a full and complete text.

I am not commenting at all on the
Trident issue. I am only pointing out
that Soviet representatives are active on
Capitol Hill. As I said I do not necessarily
object to that. But I would also point out
that we cannot have similar contacts
with the Supreme Soviet.

Mr. McINTYRE. I hope the Senator
understands I do not demean what he is
trying to say. But the difficulty is that
the statement is made in an intensive
debate over the Trident, and the implica-
tion is there, and I do not like it.

Mr. JACKSON. Let me ask the Sen-
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ator if he has ever heard about the activ-
ities of Soviet representatives on Capitol
Hill.

Mr. McINTYRE. I may have heard of
it some time, but I never took it seriously.
Nobody from the Soviet Union influences
me or anyone on my staff.

Mr. JACKSON. Well, I talk to them
often. They come in and they see me—
and they lobby me, but not on the Tri-
dent. But I must say, they have really
Iobbied me on my freedom of emigration
amendment.

Mr. McINTYRE, I can understand the
Senator has an amendment that directly
involved the Soviet Union and the do-
mestic policy of that country.

Mr. JACKSON. Does the Senator think
it involves domestic——

Mr. FULBRIGHT,. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President——

Mr, JACKSON. Mr. President, I have
the floor. I am giving him time.

Mr. McINTYRE. I understand why
Embassy officials might want to come
down and state their case opposed to
your amendment but it is quite a differ-
ent thing to say they are lobbying for
my amendment to delay the Trident sub-
marine.

Mr. JACKSON. I ask my friend: Did I
say that?

Mr. McINTYRE. That is the inference
of the things the admiral said.

Mr. JACKSON. I read the quotation
from the report I received and it did not
say that. I know the Senator wants to be
fair, This is what Admiral Zumwalt said
in the broadcast. I will read it again and
ask where he finds Trident.

The Soviets, in a host of ways, Including
the use of employees here, do make a con-
certed effort to impact upon U.8. policy. This
is a courtesy that is afforded in our demo-
cratic way and a courtesy that they don’t
afford us in the Soviet Union.

Where does he mention the Trident?

Mr. McINTYRE. Read the first para-
graph. What did the reporter say to him?

Mr, JACKSON. The reporter——

Mr. McINTYRE. Said?

Mr. JACKSON. But that is not Ad-
miral Zumwalt.

Mr. McINTYRE. But the reply is in
that context.

Mr. JACKSON. It seems it was the
reporter who used the phrases “Soviet
agent” and “Trident.” The reporter's
statement reads:

JoHN CocHRAN, NBC. Admiral Elmo Zum-
walt, campalgning for the Trident sub-
marine, fears that Congress may not take
the Soviet threat seriously enough. Zumwalt
says Soviet agents have lobbied on Capitol
Hill against the Trident.

But, in his statement Admiral Zum-
walt does not use those phrases. The
Senator from New Hempshire is a good
lawyer and knows he did not use them.
We ought to have the complete tran-
script. That is what T am asking for.

Mr. McINTYRE. It was the Trident,
and the Implication that a host of Soviet
agents——

Mr. JACKSON. That 1s an innuendo. I
do not think it is right to say that Ad-
miral Zumwalt sald something that does
not appear in the transcript. That is all
I am saying.
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Mr. McINTYRE. If the Senator from
Washington cannot find it, it is because
he does not want to find it.

Mr, JACKSON. Then put the whole
statement in the Recorp. I have quoted
directly from the transcript of Admiral
Zumwalt's remarks. In fairness we
should keep the record straight.

Mr. President, how much time do I
have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 6 minutes remaining.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
want to make this observation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New Hampshire has 9 min-
utes remaining.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I listened to the
“Today Show,” and the implication, of
course, was that the admiral had said
the Soviet people, as they put it, were
working on Capitol Hill. I do not know
about that. I do know this. My assistant
in the field of international relations
was asked by the admiral, “Have the
Soviet people been lobbying on Capitol
Hill?” That was a man in my office
who is on this floor now. I think that is
unbelievable. I have not seen any Soviet
agents up here. I do not think any Soviet
agents are working the floor.

Mr. JACKSON. May I say to my good
friend, I did not mention “Soviet agents.”
I said that representatives of the Soviet
Embassy are active on Capitol Hill.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I deny they have
been close to me; and everybody else on
God's green Earth has been.

Mr. JACKSON. I mentioned that they
have been to my office.

Mr. HUMPHREY. They have been to
the wrong place. That is how stupid they
are. [Laughter.]

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
will the Chair ask that the gallerles be
in order. Would the Chair enforce the
rules of the Senate? Would the Chair
ask Benators to refrain from referring
to one another in the second person?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair asks that Senators refer to each
other in the third person.

The Senator from Washington is rec-
ognized.

Mr. JACKSON. I just want to add
that representatives of the Soviet Em-
bassy have been up lobbying against my
freedom of emigration amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. JACKSON. I yield myself 1 addi-
tional minute. My good friend is a co-
sponsor and a strong voice for my
amendment. I do not think the Senator
wishes to imply that the Soviets are
never active on matters before the Sen-
ate.

Mr. HUMPHREY. No, I did not say
that. I said insofar as the Trident is
concerned.

Mr. JACKSON. I never raised that
issue,

Mr. HUMPHREY, That is what the
admiral referred to.

Mr. JACKSON. I am assuming the
Senator is aware of representatives of the
Soviet Embassy being active on the Hill
in many areas.

Mr. HUMPHREY. No, I am not, to be
frank. I know what their attitude is
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about the Jackson amendment, of which
I am proud to be a cosponsor. But we
were talking about Admiral Zumwalt.

Mr. JACKSON. The Soviets have been
particularly active on the Hill on my
freedom of emigration amendment.

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is not what
this is about. We are not debating the
trade bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I want
to emphasize the fundamental issue be-
fore this body and that is whether or not
we are going to follow the best profes-
sional advice that has been given to us
by those who have dedicated their lives
to the problem of trying to design the
best weapons system possible in the
shortest possible time. I know of no one
who is more astute and more effective
in this area than Admiral Rickover.

Now, those who advocate delay say
they favor a policy of “fly before buy.”
Yet, they favor going ahead with the mis-
sile, but wish to postpone the submarine.
This is a major inconsistency in the
argument of those who favor postpone-
ment.

Our challenge is whether we are going
to have an effective, survivable, and
credible seaborne strategic system in the
late 1970’s. Simply put, the Trident sub-
marine will do two things Polaris can-
not do. It will be faster by several knots,
and it will be quieter by a considerable
margin. Those two factors go directly to
the survivability of the deterrent.

These are among the points that I now
want to develop in greater detail.

I am persuaded, after careful ctudy of
all facets of the issue, that it would be
dangerous and shortsighted for the Sen-
ate to delay the Trident program. In par-
ticular, the scope and magnitude and
pace of the Soviet strategic development
program lead to the conclusion that a
delay in Trident now could leave us in an
irreparably dangerous position in 1978
or 1980.

It does not surprise me, Mr. President,
to hear some Senators argue that the
recent Soviet developments—particu-
larly their having obtained a MIRV ca-
pability—come as no surprise; on the
contrary, they say, the Soviets were long
overdue in the acquisition of a MIRV
capability. To this I would respond: We
knew that the Soviel Union was preg-
nant with MIRV, but the doctors never
warned us that she would give birth to
triplets.

Yet this is precisely what has hap-
pened. What surprises us is not that the
Soviets have acquired a MIRV capa-
bility, but that they have developed
MIRV’s for three—perhaps four—sepa-
rate missile systems; that they have si-
multaneously introduced two different
sorts of MIRV device—we have only
one—that they have dramatically moved
to increase the throw weight of their
missile force despite the fact that it was
already much larger than ours; that they
have almost certainly tested a land-mo-
bile ICBM; and that they have intro-
duced a whole range of technological im-
provements to their missile forces in-
cluding improved boosters, new launch
techniques, increased hardening and
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other improvements. That these devel-
opments should surface in about the time
it takes to give birth—over the last 9
months or so—is a fact that requires the
most serious and deliberate consideration
of the Senate.

Many of these recent Soviet weapons
developments were foreshadowed by the
positions that the Soviets took during
the negotiations on the SALT interim
agreement. In those talks they vigorously
resisted any inclusion of limits on land-
mobile ICBM's, for example, despite our
insistence that the deployment of land-
mobile ICBM's ought to be banned. I felt
at the time that if the Soviets were taking
this position, it would not be long before
we would discover that they were then
developing, and had every intention of
deploying, a land-mobile ICBM. And
there, Mr. President, it is: a Soviet land-
mobile ICBM almost certainly—which,
under the terms of the interim agree-
ment, they are free to deploy in whatever
quantity they choose. We have nothing
comparable.

In my judgment, the development of
the bigger and more capable SS-17 and
SS5-19—Soviet replacement missiles for
their SS-11—was also foreshadowed by
a position they took in the SALT talks.
They refused to agree to a definition of
the term “heavy missile” in connection
with the article that prohibits either side
from converting light missiles into heavy
ones. We tried very hard to get such an
agreed upon definition because it was
our purpose to assure that the Soviets
would not be able greatly to increase the
throw weight of their light missile force
by replacing it with larger, heavier mis-
siles, We should have known that their
refusal to go along with a definition sug-
gested that they had every intention of
doing precisely that. And there it is, Mr.
President: the Soviet SS-17, with twice
the throw weight of the SS5-11 that it is
intended to replace. Had we obtained the
agreement we sought, this development
of the SS-17 as a replacement for the
smaller SS-11 would have been prohib-
ited. But we came away from the SALT I
negotiations without an agreed upon
limit on the size of so-called light mis-
siles. Instead we settled for a most pa-
thetic and imploring unilateral statement
in which we express the hope that the
Soviets will “give due account to the
consideration that the United States”
believes that any significant increase in
the volume of a light missile converts it
into a heavy missile.

I choose these two examples—and
there are others—because it is essential
that the Congress, in deciding now on
the shape of our strategic deterrent
forces 7 years from now, should un-
derstand how recent Soviet strategic
force developments and their negotiating
positions fit together in one ominous di-
rection.

I refer to the shape of our strategic
deterrent 7 years from now—that is,
in 1980 and beyond—because the deci-
sions we make in connection with this de-
fense procurement bill now will defer-
mine the security of the United States in
the future. If we fail to make wise judg-
ments today we will be unable to reverse
those judgments tomorrow. If our strate-
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gic deterrent proves to be inadequate in
the decade of the 1980’s it will be because
we failed to assure its adequacy in the
1970's. It will be too late then if we fail
to act now.

Mr. President, it is worth recalling that
under the SALT interim agreement the
Soviet Union is permitted more land-
based ballistic missiles, more sea-based
ballistic missiles, more missile-firing sub-
marines, and greater throw weight than
the United States. In fact they enjoy,
under the terms of the interim agree-
ment, a 50-percent margin in numbers of
missiles, land and sea based, and a much
greater margin in throw weight. Now, it
has been the position of the Government
of the United States, repeated again and
again—not least of all in defense of the
interim agreement—that this quantita-
tive advantage conferred upon the So-
viets for a 5-year period, until 1977, is
unacceptable as the basis for a perma-
nent agreement. Moreover, it has been
the position of the administration that
the U.S. strategic deficiency in numbers
and throw weight over the next 5 years is
acceptable for that period only because
we have MIRV and the Soviets do not.

Well, Mr. President, it is clear that the
conditions that were said to make nu-
merical inferiority acceptable for 5
years are rapidly changing; and the abil-
ity of the United States to refuse lop-
sided numbers and throw weight in a
permanent agreement is being under-
mined by the current Soviet buildup
that will leave our negotiators with very
little leverage as we approach the ex-
piration of the interim agreement. That,
in my judgment, is the heart of the prob-
lem we are considering today: How can
the United States achieve a permanent
arms limitation agreement that provides
equality in a period when the Soviets are
engaged in a potentially massive bulld-
up of their strategic forces and we are
limiting our own efforts largely to mod-
ernization of existing forces? One thing
is certain: we cannot hope to obtain a
permanent SALT agreement that is bet-
ter than the existing interim agreement
if the Soviet strategic advantage in 1977
is even greater than it was in 1972 when
the interim agreement was signed. I em-
phasize the importance of obtaining an
agreement providing for equality because
I cannot help but be concerned at the
implications for our security if the po-
tential imbalance implied by recent So-
viet developments is permitted to de-
velop.

Let me say at once that as I view the
current momentum of the Soviet build-
up there is a very great danger that in
the 1980’s the Soviets will be in a posi-
tion to destroy virtually all of our land-
based missile-force and much of our
land-based bomber force. They
could easily have more than enough
large, megaton-range warheads to re-
duce the Minuteman missile force to a
mere handful of surviving weapons. This
would leave the United States with only
its submarine force—and I want to be
absolutely certain that the submarine
force of the 1980’s is the best that we
are capable of building and putting to
sea in a timely fashion. The hard fact is,
Mr. President, that as we approach the
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1980’s—and today’s decisions determine
where we will be then—we may no longer
have the ecrucial advantage of three in-
dependent deterrent systems, each of
which is capable of surviving a Soviet
strike. We may well find ourselves with
only one survivable deterrent system.
And I for one do not want to face that
eventuality with a submarine force de-
signed in the 1950’s, however reliable it
may appear to be today.

Some people have become accustomed
to asking: What difference does it make
if the Soviets have 10 percent more or
25 percent more or even 100 percent more
strategic weapons than we have since
we will always be in a position to destroy
the Soviet Union if they should ever be
so foolish as to strike the United States?
I want to take a moment to deal with this
question because inherent in it is an ex-
pression of the doubt some people feel
about the need for the United States to
maintain a strong deterrent.

For many years our strategic planners
assumed that we could deter a Soviet
attack on the United States by possess-
ing a strategic force adequate first to
survive an all-out strike; and then to
inflict very high levels of destruction on
Soviet cities. We believed that so long
as we maintained such a deterrent,
known as a “second strike capability,”
no rational Soviet leader would launch
an attack against us—or even make a
credible threat to do so. But the remark-
able, rapid growth of the Soviet strategic
force in recent years has changed the
underlying foundation of such a strategy.

Consider for & moment the position of
the President of the United States in the
1980’s, assuming a continuation of the
current Soviet buildup. The Soviets will
have just completed the strategic build-
up that was taking shape in 1973. They
would then possess a strategic missile
force sufficient to destroy virtually all of
our land-based missiles and most of our
land-based bombers. And they could ac-
complish this using their force of 990
MIRV’ed, “light” missiles—their S8-17
or S8-19 missiles—which, as I indicated
earlier, are apparently intended to re-
place the SS-11, By using only their
“light”’ missiles, they could keep their
heavy missile force in reserve—a reserve
force that could easily number some
2,000 or more megaton-range warheads.

It is true that in the event of a Soviet
light missile attack that destroyed Min-
uteman and much of the bomber force,
the President would still have much of
the submarine force available for re-
taliation. And, according to the theory
of deterrence, he would order the sub-
marines to attack Soviet cities. That,
after all, is the terrible “second strike,”
the mere threat of which is sufficient to
deter the Soviets in the first place. There
is only one thing wrong with the theory.
The Soviets would still have a reserve
force of 2,000 warheads, any one of which
could destroy New York or Chicago or
Washington or any other U.S. city. The
President thus would face an impossible
situation: if he retaliates against Soviet
cities he must assume that the Soviets
will use their reserve forces to attack
American citles. Indeed, the Soviets
would be on the hotline with precisely
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that message: “If you strike against our
civilian population, we shall destroy your
civilian population.” In such a situation
no rational American President would
actually order the submarines to fire.
And I might add that no strategy that
requires the mass destruction of inno-
cent civilians can ever guarantee our
security.

What troubles me, Mr. President, is
not that such a war is likely to take
place. But if we allow the strategic bal-
ance to develop as it is now tending, we
could well face a situation in the 1980’s
where an American President would
know that if he got into a crisis he could
face a Soviet strategic force big enough
to destroy our land-based deterrent with
a Soviet reserve force adequate to dis-
courage him from retaliating. In such a
strategic environment, I am concerned
that the President will not have the
strength to stand up politically and dip-
lomatically to protect American inter-
ests in the world. In 1962 the Soviet
Union blinked in Cuba. I want to be cer-
tain that an American President is not
forced to blink in 1982, whether it be
in Europe or the Middle East or the
Western Hemisphere. It is the political
and diplomatic effect of American stra-
tegic inferiority that troubles me, not the
mechanistic figures of a military ex-
change.

I want to be certain, Mr, President,
that the Commander in Chief in 1980,
whoever he might be, has some options in
a crisis. Given the direction the Soviets
have taken, and the speed with which
they are moving, I fear that the Presi-
dent will find himself in 1980 with only
one option—retaliation against cities—
and that option will no longer be credible.
The rules of deterrence were written
when the United States had clear stra-
tegic superiority. We did not envision
then a day in which the Soviets would
be able to launch a strike and then deter
us from retallating. Now we can envision
such a day; and we had better rewrite
the rule book.

I am confident, Mr. President, that the
Senate will decide not to delay the Tri-
dent program. If we choose the prudent
course—to proceed without delay with
the Trident program—we can at least be
certain that we will have done what we
can to support the effort of our negotia-
tors to obtain an equitable SALT agree-
ment if we can—and to protect our na-
tional security if we cannot.

I would emphasize the {following
points:

First. It is wholly unwise, from a
strategic point of view, to delay Trident.
Trident is the only means we have of
“going to sea” if the Minuteman force
becomes vulnerable to a Soviet disarm-
ing counterforce strike.

Implicit in the failure of SALT I to
constrain Soviet technological momen-
tum was the conclusion that, sooner or
later, the Soviets would at least duplicate
our MIRV achievements.

They are now moving fast to do this—
and they have the advantages allowed
them in the SALT I interim agree-
ment—their larger numbers of land-
based missiles with greater throw-
weight.
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It is clear that as soon as the Soviets
acquire the requisite number of MIRVed
missiles, tipped with warheads of suf-
ficient accuracy and yield, the Minute-
man land-based deterrent force will be
at risk—especially since, under the terms
of the SALT I ABM treaty, a meaning-
ful defense of Minuteman cannot be de=
ployed.

We cannot predict with certainty
when the Soviets will solve all the tech-
nical problems associated with achiev-
ing this sort of devastating counter-
force capability against Minuteman. But
the grave threat is evident. We know
the Soviets have underway an impres-
sive MIRV testing program on at least
three new ICBM's.

It is none too soon to take decisive
steps to hedge against the possibility
of a vulnerable Minuteman force—and
the only effective hedge available to us
is the Trident, without delay.

Second. A 2-year delay on the first Tri-
dent boat would call in question a sur-
vivable and effective submarine-based
deterrent in the period ahead.

The Soviets have five of their Tridents
in the water—their so-called Delta-class
submarines, equipped to carry a missile
with a range of 4,200-nautical miles,
equivalent in range to our Trident I. One
of their Trident boats is already opera-
tional, with missiles installed. An addi-
tional 12 Delta-class submarines are un-
der construction at this moment.